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ABSTRACT

THE QUALITY OF RESEARCH ON EDUCATION;

AN EMPIRICAL STUDY OF RESEARCHERS AND THEIR WORK

Caroline Hodges Persell

The problem of this study is one of measuring and explaining the

quality of recent research on education. The problem was approached by

locating all empirical research on education published in 113 American

behavioral science and education journals in 1967-68 (833 articles) plus

all empirical research papers presented at the 1968 annual meeting of

the American Educational Resear h Association (an additional 267 papers

Three types of data were collected on this sample of 1,100 papers and

their authors:

(1) All 1,100 research papers were qualitatively analyzed with

respect to their substance and methodology .

(2) A stratified ranciom samp e of 390 papers was evaluated by a

national panel of 39 judges with r spect to three dimensions of quality--

contribution to theory, contribution to educational practice, and use of

r search meth ds. A five point scale, developed and validated i earlier

research by the author, was us d to rate each of the three dimensions

of quality. A sample of papers was rated in common by Live judges each

to assess ag e ment among the judges. Consensus was measured by the

avorage deviation from the mean, and the average of the average deviations

was .62. Papers eliciting the great st and least agreement among judges
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were qualitatively analyzed in an effort to ascertain what is relat d

to greater or lesser consensus in evaluation. Characteristics of judges

were also analyzed to see if they were related to variation in agree-

ment.

(3) A twelve page written questionnaire was mailed to all 1,100

authors in the sample, and 83 per cent returned completed questionnaires.

The questionnaire collected data on the authors' background, training,

career lines, attitudes, research contexts, and topic selection.

These three types of data were analyzed using multivariate

tabular analysis. Throughout the analysis, authors trained in schools

of education were compared with those trained in the behavioral sciences.

Professional socialization (as measured by type of doctorate,

practice-oriented socialization graduate research experience, career

research experience, and research orientation ) was found to be strongly

related to research quality, and to have a stronger relationship to quality

than undergraduate academic perfoxmance. Behavioral scientists had more

research-related socialization and did b tter research than education

doctorates.

The positive relationship between rese cialization and

quality was contingent upon

arch so

or intensified by, certain background

characteristics. In particular femal s and those who

selves as either areligious or Jewish we e more

ified them-

likely than males .0

those belonging to other religious groups do better research when

they had more research socialization. This finding was partiall

xelain rbv_ the greater intellectual-orientation. of the.females Jew



and areligious researchers in the sample studied. In addition, younger

researchers were generally more likely than older ones to do b, t

research, in part because of their greater research so ialization.

Other experiences besides research socialization were related to

better quality, including institutional setting (working in a university

or in a private research agency rather than in a college, school system,

or state department of education); and being a staff member of a

university research center.

In addition to the foregoing analyses, the study explores the

relationship between research quality and subsequent rewards, specifically

the re a ds of being promoted in academic Tank, moving from a less

Frestigious to a more prestigious department, and applying for and

receiving a research grant. The data suggest that in the behavioral

sciences authors of better research papers are more likely to be rewa ded

than authors of average or poor papers, whereas among those trained in

education, authors of better papers are no more likely to be rewarded

than authors of mediocre or poor papers. Several explanations of this

finding were considered.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION'

In this volume we are concerned with the pioblem of what

affects performance of the research role in education, or more

specifically, what processes explain variation in role performance.

Our concern differs in at least two ways from that _f earlier work

which has touched upon this problem. First, we will assess role per-

formance in terms of quality rather than quantity. Second, we view

the processes affecting role performance as interdependent aspects of

a social system. Thus we are interested in how such characteristics

of the social system of research as recruitment role socialization,

career lines, orientations, organ zational contexts, and the reward

and communication sub-systems interact to produce resea ch of varying

quail

We uill study performance of the research role in education.

Education presents a strategic research site for study ing varIaton in

the quality of research i asmuch as researchers in education are

drawn from a wide array of academic fields, therebY giving us the

unique opportunity to study behavioral science research in a varietY of

1
This research was suppoited in large part by a U.S. Office of

Educa ion Contract. This support is gratefully acknowledged.
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disciplines. Further, the "conjunctive domainitL of education, as its

relation to the disciplines has been characterized, provides an

opportunity to compare research in the context of a professional school

with that in traditional academic disciplines thus offering a chance

to explore possible constraints imposed upon research in a professional

setting.

In addition to serving as a site for theoretically oriented

research, education is an area of great social concern. American educa-

tion faces severe problems. There are the problems of educating the

disadvantaged and the gifted, the difficulties of preparing children

for ev r increasing technological change, and the problems of coping

with conflicting values and interests among different segments of

society. Although these and other grave problems need attention, edu-

cational systems are so busy with their daily tasks that they are

unable to gene ate the new understanding and techniques needed to solve

such problems. Therefore, educational practitioners must look to

researchers for the insight and ideas to overcome their problems and

meet society's expectations. In this fra ework, the problem of how

research on education can be improved looms large. In particular, it

is assumed that if educational research is improved it will eventually

benefit practice. The better th research the more acute our

Norman W. Storer, "The Organization and Differentiation of the

Scientific Community= Basic Disciplines, Applied Research and Con-

junctive Domains," prepared for the Colloquium on "Improving the Social
and Communication Mechanisms of Educational Research," sponsored by
the American Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C.,
November 21-22, 1968 (xerox
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understanding of educational processes and eventually one hopes the

greater the chances of solving educational problems.

Our approach is first to discuss and measure the quality of

research on education, and then to analyze the processes that affect

it. Following a description of our sample in Chapter I. , the volume is

divided into two maj r parts. Part One, comprising Chapters III

through V, addresses the problem of describing and measuring research

quality. Part Two, comprising Chapters VI through IX, attempts to

identify the major variables that are related to quality, to formulate

a model of how these variables might be interrelated and finally to

test the hypothesized interrelationships. Because our data reveal

complex interrelationships, we have presented the model as it develops

in a series of flow charts, one or more of which appear in each of the

chapters of Part Two.

As just not d, Chapter II is primarily descriptive of the

papers and authors in the sample studied, and of our methods of data

collection. Where did the papers appear? What lere the primary sub-

stantive t pies of the papers and what research strategies w re used?

Is there any relation between the research methods and the types of

problems that were studied? What is the background, training, and

organizational contexts of these authors of recent research on

education? These are tne types of questions that will 'be considered.

Chapter III the first chapter in Part One, deals with the

nature of research quality and the problems of measuring it. We review

several studies that have measured research outcomes, and try to
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specify the assumptions underlying the various methods. We consider

whether some methods are more appropriate than others under certain

circumstances, and present the rationale for the method used in this

study.

In Chapter IV we discuss the rating form used to measure

quality in this study and describe how it was administered. Then we

examine the extent and nature of agreement and disagreement among the

judges on commonly-rated papers, and try to ascertain whether certain

characteristics of judges or papers contribute to greater or lesser

consensus. In particular, we do a qualitative analysis of the papers

which elicited the greatest and the least agreement among raters in an

effort to understand why some research reports are rated similarly and

others are not. Also, we examine judges, specialti s locations,

training, age, and sex to see if the characteristics of judges explain

agreement. Then we focus on each dimension of quality (theory, prac-

tice, and research methods) to see if one dimension elicits more con-

sensus among judges than another. As a way of learning more about what

affects agreement among judges on each dimension we also qualitatively

analyze the papers with the most and the least asreement among judges

on each of the tiiree dimensions. In short, the purpose of the analys s

is to see if we can identify general characteristics of research papers

r judges that are related to consensu among evaluators.

We present the results of the judges, ratings in Chapter

showing the distribution of research quality in this sample of authors.

Is research quality distributed norma ly or is it skewed toward one end
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of the rating scale. Then, using qualitative comments by the judges

we summarize the weaknesses in papers rated poor on substance, research

design, data collection, or data analysis. In this chapter we also

examine the interrelation of the three dimensions of quality, and

present qualitative analyses of those papers that were rated high on

one dimension and low on another. These analyses were done to provide

insights into both the rating process and the nature of good research.

Part Two of this volume includes Chapters VI to IX. There we

shift our focus from the phenomenon to be explained, that is, research

quality, to a consideration of the processes that affect it.

One of the key processes that we believe affects research

quality is role socializatIon, and we devote Chapter VI to a discussion

of this process. Earlier empirical studies of research training have

found several experiences which seem to have positive or negative

consequences for research involvement or productivity. These studies,

together with more general literature on socialization for professional

roles, enable us to identify five ele ents of role socialization that

we consider central for explaining variation in quality. We discuss

each of these elements and then develop a model of the interrelation-

ships among them and quality. In the second half of the chapter -e

analyze the relationships hYPothoPi*ed.in the model-and try to sp el

the processes underlying these associations.. The Chapter on role

aneces

socialization precedes the one on background because considered it
xamine the elements of this complex phenomenon before we

could explore the part recruitment plays in affecting the relationship

betweep, role socialization and quality.



In Chapter VII we turn to the question of selective recruit-

ment. There we discuss the background of author- of educational

research, Including their sex, religion, socio-economic status, age,

and undergraduate academic performance. Traditionally, educational

research has been done by upwardly mobile, older, male Protestants.

We consider the evidence and opinions about how these background

characteristics may be associated with quality. We also explore

whether background characteristics affect the relationship between

role socialization and quality, and if so, why.

In Chapter VIII we turn from the authors recruitment and role

socialization to their work settings. Observers of educational

research often mention structural settings as key factors in explain-

ing variation in research quality. We consider several frequently

mentioned settings, including: organizational affiliation, i.e.,

unive sity, college, specialized agency, school system or othe set-

ting; departmental affiliation; departmental prestige; and university

research center affiliation. Where relevant, we examine the inter-

relation of work settings, background, role socialization, and quality,

in an effort to specifY the conditions under which work settings are

related to better research.

We move beyond the authors' immediate work context in Chapter

IX to the larger social system in which he pursues his career. Here

we seek to describe the reward and communication systems and to analyse

how their operation may affect quality. Does the reward system

encourage better or poorer research? What are some of the other
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consequences of the way it operates? Why does he reward system

operate the way it does in this social system? These are some of the

que tions we consider in Chapter IX.

In Chapter X we summarize the findings of our study, and

conclude by presenting a set of conditions that seem to enhance the

quality of empirical research on education.
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CHAPTER II

THE NATURE OF THE POPULATION: A DESCRIPTION

OF THE PAPERS AND RESEARCHERS

Nature of the Po ulati

The concern of this study is recent empirical research on

education, as conducted by behavioral scientists and by people in

education. It is important to focus upon discrete research papers in

order to assess their quality. Therefore, we selected a time sample_

of recent authors of research papers whose articles were printed in

education and behavioral science journals published in the United

States during the period July 1967 through June 1968, or whose papers

were presented at the 1968 American Educational Research Asso- ation

(AERA) annual meeting.

The educational and behavioral science journals were select d

ows; First, we checked a number of bibliographic references'

1
We drew the education journals from the following sources:

America's Education Press, a classified list of periodicals issued in

the U.z.. and Canada, The Educational Press Association of America,

Yearbook 29, 1966; Bibliographic Index, a cumulative bibliography of

bibliographies (new York: H. W. Wilson Co, 1967 and 1968); M. Blaug,'

Economics of Education: A Selected Annotated Bibliography (New York

and Oxford: Pergamon Press, 1966); Education Index (N04 York: H. W.

Wilson Co., Vol. 40, No. 1, 4); Saul Herner, Janet D. Griffith, and

Mary Horner, Study of Periodicals and Serials in Education, Final
Report, Project No. BR 7=9003, U.S. Office a Education, Department.of
Health, Education and Welfare (Washington, D.C.; Herner and Company,
June 28, 1968), ERIC document number ED 017 747; and Psychological
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to develop an inclusive list of journals published in the United States

which might contain empirical research articles on education. We

deliberately included as many discipline journals as possible so we

could compare education doctorates with behavioral scientist,.

Second, we excluded several classes of publication prior to

scanning. These include: review journals which merely summarize

existing research; publications of state teachers asso iations, state

departments of education, or proceedings of professional associations;

dissertation abstracts; yearbooks; monographs; journals with a circula-

tion of less than 1,000;1 privately commissioned and circulated papers

and reports (such as those done by the RAND Coi:poration) if they ate

Abstracts (Washington, D.C.: American Psychological Association, 1967).
We drew the behavioral science journals from the following

references: Bibliographic Fedex, op. cit.; Economic Abstracts, V. IV-1,
No. 21, February 1956 (New York: New York University, 1956); Index of
Economic Journals, Vol. VII, 1964-1965, prepared under the auspices of
the American Economic Association (Homempod, Ill.: Richard D. Irwin,
Inc., 1967); International Bibliography of the Social Sciences:
Economics, 1966, Vol. XV (Chicago: Aldine; London: Tavistock, 1968);
:iterialBiblioply_tlof the Social Sciences: Political Science,
Vol. XV (Chicago: Aldine; London: Tavistock, 1966); International
Bibliography of the Social Sciences: S2sill_and_Ctiltmal/AYESUILDEE,
Vol. XII (Chicago: Aldine; London: Tavistock, prepared under the
auspices of the International Union of Anthropological and Ethnological
Sciences by ICSSD, with the support of UNESCO, 1967); International

u_PyLasi_siszBiblinalleftlices:Sociolo (Chicago: Aldtne;
London: Tavistock, 1966); International Political Science Abstract,
Vol. XVII, No. 1, October-December 1966 (Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1967); EEychological Abstracts 9.1psAS; and Sociological Abstracts
(New York: International Sociological Association, Eastern Sociological
Society, and Midwest Sociological Society, Vol. 13, Nos. 1-7, covering
1965, c. 1964-67).

/We determined circulation of less than 1,000 by consulting the
following: America's Education Press a classified list of periodicals
issued in the U.S. and Canada, Yearbook 29 (Educational Press Associa-
tion of America, 1966); and Director . Newspers and Periodicals 1968
(Philadelphia, Pa.: N. W. Ayer an ons, 1958
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not reported in journal articles; and journals dealing with physical

education, home economics, indu.Arial arts, nursing, or school safety.

A list of 503 journals emerged from the above selection

process. Of these, we eliminated 131 without scanning because they

were beyond the defined scope of the population, they were impossible

to locate, or for some other reasons such as not publishing empirical

research, or being a regional, review, or foreign publication; (See

Appendix II-1.) We scanned the remaining 372 journals for the desig-

nated year. Of these journals 259 did not yield any empirical research

articles about education (Appendix 11-2 contains the names and reasons).

The balance, or 113 journals (Appendix 11-3), yielded a total of 846

empirical research articles on education.
1

In addition to the 846 jou=nal articles, the ample includes

269 empirical research papers on education presented at the 1968 annual

American Educational Research Association (AERA) meeting. The people

in our sample, then, are recent authors of empirical research papers on

education, which was either published in a journal or presented at the

1968 AERA meeting. We included only those authors with addresses in

the United States because the study was confined to American educa-

tional research.
2 If an author had published more than one paper

1 sampl- of articles was scanned independently by three other

people from several fields, as a way of verifying our decisions about

which articles should be included in the population. We agreed in all

but six cases, which were borderline topics dealing with fairly basic

research studies in psychology. After considering the situation, we .

decided to include these borderline cases.

21n addition to the six articles mentioned in note 1, we sub-

sequently discovered twelve people, such as foreign students, who had

24
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during the time period, we randomly eliminated all but one of his

1
papers. That paper was the one we mentioned in the cover letter and

on the first page of the questionnaire sent to all 1,100 authers in

the sample. In the case of papers with several authors, we included

the first-named author of the article in the sample.

One indicator of the nature of this sample is its inclusion

of "significant" researchers.2 When we have informally asked people

in education what they thought were come of the most significant recent

research studies in education, they inevitably mention the Coleman

report
3 and the Rosenthal and Jacobson study.

4 Both of these studies

are represented by papers in the population. Also, other prominent

researchers including Urie Bronfenbrenner, John B. Carroll, John L.

returned or moved to another country. They were deleted from the final

sample. In additien, another three were eliminated for the following

reasons: two were found to be in the population twice (under differ-

ent, married names), so one of them was randomly eliminated; the judges

deemed the papers of two others not to be empirical research, and we

felt that one paper did not deal with education. After these changes

the total number of authors in the sample WaS 1,100.

1This was done so no researcher would receive more than one

questionnaire. Also, since the others were eliminated randomly, the

one rated can be assumed to be representative. Fewer than 10 per cent

of the researchers had more than one paper in the population.

2One member of the U.S. Office of Education questionnaire

clearance unit asked why we were not studying authors of research mono-

graphs, since that was where much important research was being done.

Our answer was that this broad a population of researchers would

include many, if not all, of the types of researchers he had in mind.

3James S. Coleman, et al., Equality of Educational

(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office 1966).

4Robert Rosenthal and Lenore Jacobson INE!A1211.1E-the
room (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1968).

Owortunity
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Holland, Robert C. Nichols, Thomas F. Pettigrew, William Sewell,

Julian C. Stanley, Patrick Suppes, and Donald Super, among others, are

in the sample. As a result, we feel that the way we defined the sample

was useful for the purposes of this study.

Types of Data Collected

We mailed a Vdelve-page printed questionnaire accompanied by

a cover letter (Appendix 11-4) on May 22 and 23, 1969 to the 1,100

authors in the sample. At the cut-off date of November 24, 1969

82 per cent of the sample had returned the questionnaire (Appendix

Il-S), and another 3 per cent had returned a one-page abbreviated

questionnaire (Appendix 11-6) sent to all non-respondents who were not

in the rating sample. The long questionnaire provides data on the

background, training, career line, research involvement, orientations,

and work contexts of researchers in the sampl

We found no significant differences between respondents and

non-respondents on nunber of co-authors, region, location, field, type

of journal in which they published, main substance and methodology of

their paper, and number of other papers they had in the sample. The

biggest difference between respondents and non-respondents was that

between AERA paper-givers and people publishing journal articles. Only

73 per cent of the AERA paper-givers responded, compared to 85 per cent

of those publishing articles. This difference probably occurred because

AERA paper-givers had already been surveyed for several other studies

before we approach d them. A smaller difference between respondents
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and non-respondents occurred on sex. Males were 6 per cent more likely

to respond than females.

In addition to the data collected about authors, we had a

random sample of 390 research papers rated by a national panel of 39

judges. (See Chapter IV for a discussion of how the judges were

selected.) This operation provided data on the quality of educational

research papers. Besides having the papers rated, we classified them

according to their prima*: substance and methodology (design, data

collection, and analysis). We turn now to a description of recent

educational research in terms of this classification scheme.

Recent Educational Research

Type of Journals in Which
the Papers Appeared

As we have seen in the firt section of this chapter, the final

sample of 1,100 consisted of 833 papers which appeared in journals and

267 which were presented at the 1968 AERA meeting Not surprisingly,

most of those published in journals appeared in educational journals.

TABLE 1171

PERCENTAGE OF PAPERS FROM DIFFERENT TYPES OF JOURNALS

clucation

Type of Journal

Behavioral
Science General Other

aFor a list of how the journals were classified,
see Appendix II-
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Two-thirds of the articles appeared in educational journals, and a

quarter were published in discipline journals. One of the differences

between papers appearing in the different types of journals is their

length. Articles in behavioral science Journals tend to be longer than

articles in education journals. The average length of articles in

education journals is seven pages, compared with ten pages in behavioral

science j urnals. Articles in general journals and other journals are

also longer, their average length being thirteen pages and nine pages,

respectively. For all types of journals the articles range in length

from one to forty- ight pages. Thirty-five per cert of the articles

are less than six pages long, 82 per cent are less than eleven pages

long, and 90 per cent are less than sixteen pages long. The average

length of papers in the population is eight pages.

Primary Substance of the Research Pa ers

In describing the substance of the papers, we are including

AERA papers with journal articles. As we would expect from the range

of journals scanned and the diverse topics of AERA papers, this

research includes a variety of substiostive areas. In classifying

papers according to their primary substance, we used the following

outline as a guide:
1

I
Initially we classified all 1,100 papers in the population on

their substance and methoeology. Over a year later, the research

assistant on this project at the time, David Helfant, again classified

the journal articles in the rating sample on substance and research

design and I again independently classified this sample. As a result

of this triple classification, we reclassified 27 per cent of the

papers as to their substance. The purpose of this repetition was

primarily to refine the classifications used rather than to verify the



PSYCHOLOGICAL PROCESSES

Learning (motivation, curiosity, cognition and perception)
Child development not directly related to learning (self-images,

personality development, values, personal adjustment,
leadership)

CURRICULUM

Methods of imstruction
Programmed instruction
Teaching machines
Content, quality

READING

SPEECH AND NORMAL SKILLS

Speech, audiology
Normal skills (hearin sight)

SPECIAL EDUCATION

Education of the deaf and blind
Mentally retarded
Talented, gifted, high-ability students
Adult education

GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING

JRAINING OF TEACHERS

Education as a profession
Training

ADMINISTRATION

School finance--allocation of non-human res urces
Educational administration and organization (other than inance)
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reliability of the classification scheme. The purpose of classifying
the papers was to provide a crude basis for describing recent research.
The majdr problems in classification arose with papers which covered
several substantive areas, e.g., higher education and guidance and

counseling. We tried to ascertain the primary area, and classify it

accordingly.
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SOCIAL CONTEXT OF EDUCATION

Sub-cultural differences
Other social problems: drop-outs, delinquency, aged
School-community relations
Comparative education
Career patterns and occupational choice

HIGHER EDUCATION

RESEARCH METHODS

Tests and Measurements
Other research methodology
Organization and conduct of education research

These are broad groupings, but they belp provide some feeling

for the nature of recent educational researdh. Nearly one in five of

the research papers in this sample deals with some aspect of psycho-

logical processes-- earning, personality, development (Table 11-2).

This is not particularly surprising since education has long been

characterized by a psychological approach. Many of the pioneering

contributors to research on education were psychologists, such as

Thorndike, Hall, and Terman. Some observers suggest that educational

research has been dominated by psychology. For example, Arthur Foshay

the research coordinator at Teachers College of C lumbia University,

stat s:

Inquiry in education, having begun as social bookkeeping,
proceeded after the turn of the century to cone under the domi-
nation of the new field of psychology. It has not made use of
other disciplines for the formulation of its research probflems-
with anything like the skill available in those fields; it has
been limited to what the psychologists could see.'

1Arthur W. Foshay, l'Issues cuid Dilemmas in Nurturing the Educa-

tional Researcher in an Organizational Setting in The Training and
Nurture of Educational Researchers, p. 172.
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TABLE 11-2

PRIMARY SUBSTANCE OF EDUCATIONAL
RESEARCH PAPERS

(N=1,100)

Psychological processes 19%

Curriculum 18

Higher education 12

Personnel teacher training 11

Guidance and counseling 10

Research methods 9

Social context a

Reading

Special education 3

Administration 2

Speech 2

Other 1

100%

Anoth r notable finding in Tabl 11=2 is the relatively large

mount of research on higher education. One explanation is that higher

education is a different type of category than the others and often

includes them, particula ly in the areas of guidance and social con-

text. Where the focus of such papers was a problem in higher education,

then we coded it as being higher education rather than one of the other

substantive areas. Even with the possible inflation of this category

by classification procedures, however, there has been an increase in

researdh on higher education over the last few years. Compare Sieber
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and Lazarsfeld's
1 classificatirm of 160 research papers published in

1964, where higher education was not even included as a substantive

area. The increase in research in this area is undoubtedly related to

the enormous growth of higher education in the last ten years. The

percentage of research in each of the other substantive areas in

Table 11-2 is similar to Sieber and Lazarsfeld's findings.

Research Methodology of the Papexs

In addition to classifying papers according to their primary

substance, we also grouped them according to the type of research

design employed. We defined the following types of research design:

Experiment: A true experxment is an attempt to make inferences

of causation or association with the aid of controlled exposure to

stimuli, either through artificially structuring the situation or

through artful selection and arrangement of the subjects in real life.

The experimental stimulus must be presented to an aggregate of people

randomly selected from a common population (called an experimental

group) and not presented to another randomly selected aggregate (con-

trol group). Then an observation is made to determine the differen-

tial effect of the presentation of the stimulus.2

quasi-experiment: The term "quasi-experiment" refers to situ-

ations where the researcher can intr duce something like experimental

1Sieber and Lazarsfeld, The Or anization of Educati nal
Research, Appendix 13-11.

2Written by Marshall Childs of International Business Machines,
after the definition in Donald Campbell and Julian Stanley, Experi-
mental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research (Chicago: Rand

McNally Co., 1963).



31

design into his scheduling of data collection procedures (e.g., he

when and to whom of measurement), even though he lacks the full control

over the scheduling of experimental stimuli (the when and to whom of

exposure and the ability to randomize exposures) which makes a true

1
experiment possible.

Sub-group comparison: A broad classification for the methodo-

logical approach that Campbell and Stanley include under the heading of

"correlational and ex post facto designs."
2 For example, deaf and

hearing children are compared on certain psychological tests. The

researcher is interested in learning more about the difference between

deaf and h aring children, such as how they compare on tests which are

used to measure certain characteristics. Another example is where

children scoring high and low on a particular test are grouped, and

then certain correlations with other variables or test results are run

to learn more about what is associated with high and low scores. Such

correlations do not necessarily show causation, but they can indicate

the presence of new factors which may have been unknown before, and

thus pave the way for future research.

We have not included definitions of the other methods because

we feel they are self-explanatory.

Since 31 per cent of the papers use either the exp rimental or

the quasi-experimental method (Table 11-3), it seems that psychology

has influenced more than just the selection of research topics in

lIbid., p. 34.

21bid., p. 64.
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education. Research designs common to psychology are used even in

papers that do not deal with psychological processes. After experi-

ments and quasi-experiments, sub-group comparison is the research desi

design most frequently used (22 per cent). Sub-group comparisons may

be the easiest design to use since they do not require the controls

that an experiment or quasi-experiment does, nor do they require the

large-scale sampling and data processing of analytic surveys. The

remainder of the studies are fairly evenly divided in their use of

other research methods, with no method employed in more than 10 per

nt of the papers.
1

Interrelation of Substance and Methodolo

We expected to find a strong relationship between the substance

and methodology of these papers because the type of methods used limits

the types of variables considered, and the variables determine what

research questions can be raised. Substance and methodology are

strongly related (Table 11-4). The upper left-hand quadrant of Table

11-4 (in the broken lines) illustrates how frequently experiments and

quasi-experiments are used in studies of curriculum, r ading, and

speech as well as in studies of psychological processes.

Similarly, analytic and descriptive surveys, which are associ-

ated with the field of sociology, are frequently used to study the

social context of education or problems in higher education and admin-

istration. CSee the section within the dotted line in the righi hhnd

1
As a result of the triple classification of pap rs on their

research methodology, we re-classified 33 per cent of the papers on

research methods.
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portion of Table 11-4.) Other substantive areas, particularly psycho-

logical processes, guidance, teacher training, research methods, and

higher education, seem to use sub-group comparisons most frequently.

(These relationships are circled on Table 11-4.)

Characteristics of the Researchers
in This Population

Demogra hic Characteristics

Having learned something about the research papers in this

sample, we will now briefly describe the researchers themselves.

Not surprisingly, 85 per cent of the sample is male, 15 per

cent female. This is exactly the same proportion of males and females

that Barger found in the population of educational researchers he

studied in 1964. Perhaps because there are so few females they are

more highly motivated and selected than males, and thus do better

research. We will consider this possibility in Chapter VII.

Race

This sample is 97 per cent white, 2 per cent black and 1 per

cent Oriental. While many social and historical factors may be found

to explain the low proportion of blacks, our concern is with the

effects of such underrepresentation on research. Among the crucial

issues in education today is the education of urban dwellers and the

1
Robert Barger, et al., "Development of a National Register

of Educational Researchers" Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University

Research Foundation, 1965).
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nature and effects of racism in our society. Having so few black

researchers who might bring their background to bear on these and

related issues probably has crucial consequences for educational

research. Because there are so few blacks in this population we are

unable to test the hypothesis that race is related to research topic

selection and quality.'

Religion

This population is more diverse in terms of religion than with

regard to sex or race (Table II-S).

TABLE II-S

RELIGION OF RESEARCHERS IN THE POPULATION
(N=900)

Protestant Areligious

45%

Catholic

20

Jewish Other No Answer

12 11 7 6 =101%

The most notablf.1 f5nding is the large number of people indi-

cating 'irgnm" as their religion. It is turprising compared with the

population at large, but not compared to other scientists, researchers,

and university people. It is also not surprising in terns of Weberian2

theorY which was related to the rise of science by Merton,
3
if we

1The small proportion of blacks in our sample could be due to
sampling error or it could accurately reflect the small proportion in
the population of educational researchers. The small number of blacks
at recent AERA meetings supports the latter conclusion.

2Max Weber The Protestant Ethic and the S rit of Ca -alism.

3Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (New
York: Pree Press of Glencoe, 1957; 2nd e pp. 531-628.
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extend Weber's theory to include agnostics and atheists as well as

Protestants and Catholics. His thesis, as extended by Merton, is that

certain religious beliefs are more congruent with scientific inquiry

than others. It is possible that the lack of religious belief, or

skepticism, is the conceptual style most conducive to scientific

inquiry. If so, we would expect the areligious to do better research

than people with some organized religion.

Jews are also overrepresented in this sample compared with

their numbers in the population at large. There are several explana-

tions for this. Jews in general have often entered and excelled in

academic life. Strodtbeck, for one, noted that Jews have higher

educational aspirations than other ethnic and religious groups.
I

Also,

most Jews are from urban areas and the source of talent has been shift-

ing steadily in thi., century from rural to urban areas, as the popu-

tation has been shifting. There are many population figures to docu-

ment this, but they would not paint the picture as vividly as the

personal observation of Ralph Tyler. In reflecting on a study of

Fh.D.'s done by the National Academy of Sciences for the period through

the 1950's which showed that the chief source of Ph.D.'s had shifted

to the city colleges, he said:

The only hypothesis that I have seen that seems to fit all the

data thus far obtained from both sides is that the greatest
opportunities for young people, in the days when Edgar Dale and

Guy Buswell and I came out of the Plains states, were in educa-

tion, if one's father wasn't wealthy and if one couldn't go into

1Fred L. Strodtbeck, "Family Interaction, Values, and Achieve-
ment," in Talent and Society, ed. by David C. McClelland, A/fred L.
Baldwin, Urie tronfenbrenner, and Fred L. Strodtbeck (New York: Van

Nostrand, 1958), p. 174.



his medical or law office or take over his business. An educator
could move out of Nebraska or North Dakota and get to more com-
fortable and satisfactory places to work. We came in large

numbers. That's no longer true. . . The great place where you

now find young people with ability who have limited opportuni-
ties is in the big cities, and this has been the chief source
since World War II, according to the National Acadeny study.'

This shift affects more than Jews, of course. For a moment, however,

we will consider the significance of disproportionate numbers of Jews

for educational research. In his study of reading researchers, Wilder

found that Jews were more oriented toward research than members of

other religions. He found further that this difference was not

explained by the greater tendency of Jews to receive the Ph.D. (rather

than the Ed.D.) nor by their greater attendance proportionately at top

ten universities. Religion remained independently related to resee-

orientation, with type of degree and quality of school having largely

independent effects on research orientation.
2

In view of Wilder's

findings that Jewish reading researchers were more involved in research,

we expect that Jews may be doing better research than people of other

religions. If this is the case, we will try to ascertain what is

associated with being Jewish that leads to doing better research or

whether differences in quality are due to differences in undergraduate

performance prior to graduate school, to graduate training experience,

to career lines, or to some other factor.

The proportion of Protestants in this sample is less than we

would expect, given the national population figures and the composition

1Ralph Tyler, in The Nurture of Educational Researchers p. 71.

2
David Wilder, "The Reading Experts" (unpublished Ph.D. dis-

sert tion, Columbia University, 1966), Appendix D.



39

of American education. Wilder's population of reading researchers was

70 per cent Protestant, although he found that Prxtestants were pro-

portionately less involved in research than the areligious or Jews.

In view of Tyler's observation about the opportunity for upward

mobility which education affords, xt may be that Protestants now need

this opportunity less.

Catholics are also underrepresented in this sample, as they

were in Wilder's as well. In fact, Catholics have both historically
1

and recently been underrepresented among scientists.
2 As Cooper has

noted, this fact has been acknowledged by Catholics in the United

States.
3

Age

When we defined this sample as people publishing in journals

and giving papers at AERA, we wondered if that definition would include

researchers of all ages. This time sample of researchers includes a

range of ages (Table 11-6). Because of the rapid growth of educational

research in the last ten years, we would expect there to be more

younger researchers, but older ones are also represented.

1Merton, Social Theory and Social Structu

2Robert H. Knapp and H. B. Goodrich, Origins of American Scie

tists (Chicago: University of Chicago Press 1952).

3J. M. Cooper, "Catholics and Scientific Research," Commonweal.

XL (1945), 147-49; cited in Wilder, "The Reading Experts p. 29.
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TABLE 11-6

PERCENTAGE OF RESEARCHERS OF DIFFERENT AGES
(N=892)a

29 or Less 0-39 40-49 50-70

43 37 14 = 101%

aThe number of cases on which tables
are based varies due to non-response on
certain items.

The average age in Bargar's population was 45, compared to 41

in this sample. Barger's identification procedures may have weighted

the list somewhat in favor of older researchers. TO be included by

Bargar, a researcher had to be already "established" in the sense that

he was listed in a professional directory or journal, or recommended by

a director of a state department of education, state education associ-

ation, or division of research in the public schools.1

Another indicator besides age that we have active as well as

fledgling researchers in this sample is the research produ tivity of

the group. Half of the researchers have published six or more research

papers in addition to the one on which they were selected (Table 11-7).

Twenty-six per cent have published one or more books. Therefore this

population represents the working researcher, as well as the new one.

1
Bargar, Mho is the Educational Researcher?" in The Nurture

of Educational Researchers p 15.
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TABLE 11-7

RESEARCH PRODUCTIVITY IN THIS POPULATION
(N=900)

Number of Papers Published in Addition
tQ One in Po ulation

No
Others

One
TWo-
Three

Four-
Five

Six-
Ten

Over
Ten

Percentav of
researchers

15% 7 16 11 18 32 99%

Number of Books Published

N one
Two-

Three
Four- I Six
Five or Mb e

Percentage of
researchers

75 13 9 2
1

2 = 101%

Training Characteristics

All but 11 per cent of the 900 respondents have their doctor-

ates, and some were in graduate school when they answered the question-

naire, so eventually more than 90 per cent of these authors will have

doctorates. Of those witl doctorates, 66 per cent received thein in

education and 34 per cent did not. is division is imilar to the

distribution of research articles in different types of journals.

In the population Bargar studied, 82 per cent had doctorates.

He did not ask whether or not thair highest degree was in education,

so we do not know how the proportilms in his population compare with

ours. In another study Buswell selected a sample of educational

researchers, all ot whom had doctorates from schools of education.
2

1
Ibid.

2Guy T. Buswell, et al., Training for Educational Research
(Berkeley: University of California, 1966).
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lhirty-eight per cent of th-se papers were done to fulfill

academic requirements, mostly for the doctorate (Table 11-8).

TABLE 11-8

PERCENTAGE OF PAPERS DONE AS STUDENT WORK
(N=895)

Paper was done as part of:

Doctorate Master's

Percentage of
researchers

28

Other
Student
Paper

None of
These

63 = 101%

Publishing one's student work shows an early orientation toward

research. In Chapter IX we compared the qvality of research done by

students and faculty.

Current Location

Region

Researchers in this sample work in all regions of the United

States (Table 11-9). The largest proportion of researchers is cur-

rently located in the middle west, which is consistent with public

school enrollment figures. In general there are no great discrepancies.

between the school enrollment and the regional distribution of recent

res archers.

441
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TABLE VII-9

REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF RESEARCHERS IN STUDY

AND PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (FALL 1966)

Regiona

Midwest

Northeast

West

South

Researchers Public Sc400l

in Study Enrollmentb

34%

27

20

19

100%

(1,100)

30%

23

24

23

100%

(43,055,055)

°The regions were defined as follows: Midwest: Dakotas

Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, Missouri, Illinois, Iadiana, Ohio,

Michigan, Wisconsin; Northeast: Maine through Pennsylvania,

Delaware, New Jersey; West: New Mexico, Colorado, Wyoming,

Utah, and west and north; South: Washington, D.C., Maryland,

West Virginia, Virginia, Kentucky, Arkansas, Texas, and below.

bSource of data is Alvin Renetzky and Phyllis Ann Kaplan,

Standard Education Almanac, 068 (Los Angeles: Academic Media,

Inc., 1968).
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Eighty-four per cent of the sample were working In colleges

or universities when they published or presented their papers (Table

II-10).

TABLE II-10

ORGANIZATIONAL AFFILIATION OF RESEARCHERS
(N=1,100)

Setting Percentage

University 75%

College 9

School system 7

Private agency 5

Government agency 1

State department of education .5

Other (e.g., hospital, business,
etc.)

100 . %

Of the 84 per cent who are in colleges or universities, almost

half are in a school or department of education (Table II-11), which

is less than we expected since 66 per cent received their doctorates

in education.
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TABLE II-11

SCHOOL OR DEPARTMENT OF RESEARCHERS
IN COLLEGES OR UNIVERSITIES

Percentage

School or Department of Education

Undergra uate

Graduate

Joint undergraduate/graduate

Liberal Arts Department

Undergraduate

Graduate

Joint undergraduate/graduate

Other School or Department

Undergraduate

Graduate

Jeint undergraduate/graduate

No answer to this question

22

23

4_ 0

4

4 1 20%

12

2

4 i 14%

8

6

People not in College or Unive -ity 17

105%

(901)b

aThe total is greater than 100 per cent because
some of the 901 respondents were affiliated with more

than one school or department.

bThe sample size here is 901 rather than 1,100
because this information was obtained from the respon-

dents' questionnaires. Information that was coded

from the papers themselves is presented in tables with

a sample size of 1,100.
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Current Specialty

Given the proportion who received their doctorates in education

and the percentage who are now in schools or departments of education,

it is not surprising that 47 per cent indicate their current specialty

as being some aspect of education (Table 11-12). The proportion is

even greater if educational psychology is considered part of education.

TABLE 11-12

CURRENT SPECIALTIES OF RESEARCHERS

Percentage

Guidance and counseling

Subject matter area in education
(e.g., art, business, language,

11%)

math, music, science, etc.) 8

Teacher training 7 47%
Curriculum 6

Tests and measurements 6

Educational administration

Higher education 4

Educational psychology 19

Other psychology 14

Sociology 5

Other
a

99

(892)

aMost did not specify what their specialty
was, if they indicated other. We know some are
in economics.



47

In the population Bargar studied, 52 per cent indicated that

education was their specialty, 40 per cent indicated psychology,

5 per cent sociology, and the others scattered among different fields.
1

Research Support

A surprising 63 per cent of respondents (DT 558 people) report

that the project on which their research paper was based received

financial support from some source. Half of the projects cost between

$500 and $10,000 (Table 11-13).

TABLE 11-13

TOTAL COST OF PROJECT ON WHIal
RESEARCH WAS BASED

Amount Percentage

Under $100

$1014499

$500410,000

$10,001450,000

$50,001 +

9%

20

50

10

10

99%

(719)

Not everyone whose project cost something was funded. Of the 719 who

listed cost figures for their projects, 558 were funded, leaving 15$

(17 per cent) who were not funded. The more expensive the project, not

surprisingly, the more likely it was to have been funded (Table II-14).

1Bargar, Development of a National Register, p. 29.



TABLE 11-14

FUNDED RESEARCH BY COST OF PROJECT

Percentage of
research which
was supported

N

Uhder
$100

19%

C65)

$101-
SOO

Cost
501-

49 74

(146) (361)

10,001-
SO 000

86

(73)

Over
SO 000

99

(73)

48

= 718

There is a positive linear relationship between the cost of the

research project and the p rcentage of projects funded (Table 11-14).

We would expect that proje ts done by students would generally cost

less. Also, we might expect that students would be less likely to be

funded. Student projects flo generally cost less than non-student work

(Table 71-15). A student's chances for being funded, however, are

actually greater than those of non-students if the total cost of the

project is bet een $500 and $10,000. One possible explanation of this

finding may be the emphasis of the Small Grants program of the U.S.

Office of Education which tries to make grants of $101000 or less

available to people who have not been funded before. This would

elude most students, and the Small Grants program does seek to aid

dissertation projects. The single largest source of research support

is the U.S. government (Table 11-16) and the majority of U.S. govern-

ment funds are from the U.S. Office of Education (Tabae 11-17).
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TABLE 11-16

PERCENTAGE OP PROJECTS FUNDED
BY DIFFERENT SOURCES

(N=558)

U.S. Govt.
College
or Univ.

Govt.
Other

Private State Other
a

42% 32 10 10 3 1

aFor example, city or school syst m

TABLE 11-17

IF U.S. GOVERNMENT, WHAT AGENCY FUNDED PROJECT
(N=321) a

Ofkice of
Educ,4tion

NIMH 0E0 NSF Othe

63% 9 6 12 = 9

NA = 21

aThis figure is larger than 42 per cent
of 558 apparently because funds received by
the researcher from his college or university
were originally from a government agency.

bIncludes DOD, DOL, NASA, ONR, PHS, and
Chi dren's Bureau.
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We are interested in the relationship between research funding

and research quality. This is a much-debated issue in the field. Some

people argue that all that is needed to improve research on education

is more funds. Others suggest the opposite, that a reduction of avail-

able funds is the best way to improve research. For examp_c, "Cole

suggests that funding agencies supporting research on education should

cut back their budgets rather than give grants to people who don't

present adequate credentials or adequate proposals."
1 Given the range

of opinions on this issue, we will scrutinize the relationship between

research funding and quality in Chapter IX.

Summary

In this chapter we have described how we selected a time sample

of recent researchers on education. In short our time period was the

fiscal year 1967-68. We included everyone with an American address who

published an empirical research article on education in one of 115

education and behavioral science journals during that time. In addi-

tion, we included everyone giving an empirical research paper on _duca-

tion at the 1968 ABRA meeting. The finai sample totaled 1,100 authors

All of them were surveyed with a mailed 12-page questi nnaire to

collect data on their background, training, career lines, research

involvement, and attitudes. Of the 1,100, 82 per cent (or 901)

returned the 12-page questiornaire and another 3 per cent returned a

1Ronald G. Corwin and Maynard Seider, "Patterns of Educational

Research: Reflections on Some General Issues" (paper prepared for the
American Educational Research Association Colloquium, November 21-22,

1968). (Mimeographed.)
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one-page questionnaire. When we compared respondents and non-respon-

dents on existing data, there were no significant differences with

respect to region, setting, number of co-authors, type of journal in

which they published, main substance and methodology of their paper,

and number of other papers in the population.

In addition to surveying the researchers, we had a national

panel of 39 judges rate the quality of a stratified random sample of

390 papers. They used a five-point r:-..t.ing scale to assass the paper's

contribution to theory, contribution to practice, and use of research

methods.

Finally, we qualitatively analyzed ttle research papers in the

2opulation with respect to their primary substanee and research design.

Papers of particular interest were qualitatively analyzed in greater

detail (see Chapters IV and V).

In this chapter we have briefly described the nature of the
=7

researchers and their papers. We have seen that 69 per cent of the

articles appeared in education journals and 26 per cent in behavioral

science journals. The two biggest substantive areas of papers are

psychological precasses and curriculum and the most frequently used

research designs are experiments and quasi-experiments together,

followed by sub-group comparisons. Substance and methodology tend to

bo

lurning to the researchers, we saw that 85 per cent are male

and 97 per cent are white. Forty-five per cent are Protestant, 20 per

cent are areligious 12 per cent are Catholic, 11 per cent are Jewish,



and 7 per cent consider themselves to be some other religion. We

considered some of the implications of these findings for educ tional

research and noted some of our expectations about possible relations

btenreligion and research quality. The average age of these

researchers is 41. Eighty-nine per cent have their doctorates, with

66 per cent in education rad 34 per cent in the behavioral sciences.

More researchers are from the midwest than any other gion (34 per

cent). The vast majority (84 per cent) are in colleges or universities

and of these, almost half are in schools or departments of education.

The majority (47 per cent) indicate that their current specialty is

some aspect of education.

Finally, the majority (63 per cent) of these researchers based

their papers on projects that were funded. These characteristics of

researchers will be consi' red in relation to research quality in the

course of this study.
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PART ONE

DESCRIBING AND MEASURING RESEARCH QUALITY
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CdAPTER III

DESCRIBING AND MEASURING RESEARCH QUALITY

The Nature of Research Quality

The literature in the field has treated research quality in

several ways. Sometimes the quality of research is referred to very

generally, assuming the reader knows what is meant by the concept. For

example, Corwin and Seider state, "The underlying importance of foster-

ing high quality research was designated by Zuckerman as the chief

problem facing educational research."' They say nothing more about

what is meant by the concept of high quality research.

Often a reference to research quality is illustrated with

negative statements which reveal what the lack of research quality

means. FOT example, Bereiter sees the failings of educational research

as "a failure to make discoveries and a failure to carry out studies

that add up to anything or converge upon anything."
2

Quite obviously,

he is implying that good research would make discoveries and conduct

studies which cumulatively contribute to important problems.

1
Corwin and Seider, "Patterns of Educational Research," p. 10.

2Carl Bereiter, "Issues and Dilemmas in Developing Training

Programs for Educational Researchers," in The Training and Nurture of

Educational Researchers, Sixth Annual Phi Delta Kappa Symposium on
Educational Research (Bloomingtor, Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa, 1965),

p. 99.

56
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Another negative statement also suggests what the author sees

as research quality. Guba notes,

Educational research has not had the impact that one might expect

of it. Whether one expects research to make significant dis-

coveries about the world, to act as a change agent, to influence

teachers in the classrooms, to provide order and structure for a

discipline of education, or to formulate and develop educational

science, educational research can hardly be said to have fulfilled

OUT fond hopes for it.1

His assessment of the field implies that better research would make a

difference.

rwo other negative comments deal more specifically with the

nature of research itself. The philosopher of science, Scriven, states

that "by minimum acceptaiale research standards, 95 percent of the work

[an education] . that is concerned with causal analysis is, by

either theoretical or practical standards, invalid or trivial."2 This

statement suggests that quality research meets acceptable research

standards, is valid, and significant. We are not, however, apprised

of what these standards are.

Buswell is the most specific in his negative appraisal of

research quality:

One of the most serioes deficiencies of educational research is

that it is still composed mainly of fragmentary, small-scale

investigations at a time when research on human behavior is no

longer produced mainly by individual scholars but is increasingly

the product of collaboration. . . Another serious limitation

1
Egon G. Guba, "An Overview of the Symposium," in The Training

and Nurture of Educational Researchers, Sixth Annual Ph'. Delta Kappa

Symposium on Educational Research (Bloomington, Indiana: Phi Delta

Kappa, 1965), p. 276.

2Michael Scriven, "The Philosophy of Science in Educational

Research," Review of Educational Research, XXX (December 1960), 426. 60
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of current educational research is that it is of relatively

unimaginative and uncomplicated design, in spite of the fact

that methods of multivariate analysis have been developed

during the last two decades. . . .
Seldom, if ever, do differ-

ences in learning correspond to variation in a single variable.

Buswell indirec'ly indicates that better research would consist of

large-scale, integrated studies of multiple factors.

The most explicit statements about research quality come from

people who have expressed the concept in terns of measurable indicators.

Wandt, Nasatir, Gephart, and Persell each delineate the concept of

research quality in the form of evaluation check lists.
2

They judged

research quality to consist of the following aspects:
3

A clear statement of the problem, concepts, and hypotheses.

A significant problem (W,N,P).

A statement of relationships to previous research and

existing knowledge.

1Buswell, et al., Training for Educational Research, p. 1.

2Edwin Wandt, et a/., "An Evaluation of Educational Research

Published in Journals," report of the Committee on Evaluation of

Research, American Educational Research Association, February, 1967.

(Mimeographed.) A summary of this report appears in Edwin Wauet,

A Cross-Section of Educational Research (New York: David McKay Com-

pany, Inc., 1965), pp. 1-13. David Nasatir and David Elesh, "Project

Memorandum No. 5" of ...12.MLizitilTiartm of Educational Research (New

York: Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University, 1965).

(Mimeographed.) William J. Gephart, The Develonment of an Instrument

for Evaluating Reports of Educational Research (Ann Arbor, Michigan:

University Microfilms, No. 16-13, 23Q, 1965). Caroline Hodges

Persell], "Measuring Educational Research Quality and Its Correlates"

(unpublished Master's essay, Colombia University, 1967).

3Where everyone did not include a given dimension, the initials'

of those who did mention it are listed in parentheses.
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A full description of the design used.

Use of an appropriate design.
Lack of major weaknesses in the design (G and P provide

checklists of many possible weaknesses).

Appropriate methods of analysis.
Analysis correctly done.
Analysis related to initial hypotheses (N,G,P).

Analysis presented clearly (W,N,P).

Conclusions substantiated by the data.

Conclusions that contribute to theory or practice (P).

Conclusions that raise questions for further research (N,G,P).

These efforts may be taken as a specification of the mcore general terms

used by others discussing research quality, such as "competent,"

"valid," "worthwhile," "important," "sigliir4cant," "having impact."

Another specification of research quality is that which appears

in Cole and Cole.
1 They define quality, in effect, as significance,

with citation rates 4s the measure of significance. This specification

reveals what papers are being used most equently, but does not reveal

why certain papers are deemed signifier

It is clear from the preceding iscussion that judgments of

people in a field play an important re e in the definition of research

quality. There does not seem to be some intrinsic characteristic of

quality which can be recognized by an objective instrument like a

gei3er counter. Even Gephart, who made a monumental effort to create

an objective instrument for measuring quality, had to rely on judges.

to ascertain both the occurrence of the items on his checklist and to

evaluate the significance of their contribution to the value or

1Stephen Cole and Johnathan R. Cole, "Scientific Output and

Recognition: A Study in the Operation of the Reward System in Science,"13/1

American Sociological Review, XXXII (June 1967), 377-90,
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soundness of the research paper.
1 In short, even when standards are

made explicit, their application requires judgments by people. This

does not mean that consensus is impossible, it just means that it is

a variable which needs to be 'understood in its own right.

Methods of Measuring Research Quality

Students of scientific work have measured research output with

the following indicators: citatioh val. Oik iLm7, lesaaren

productivity, prize winning, peer evaluations, chaTacteristics of the

journal publishing a paper, and self-evaluations. Each of these

criteria has certain assumptions.

Citation Rates

The advent of the Science Citation Index (SCI) in 1961 provided

a convenient measure of research Jutput. In a study of physicists,

Cole and Cole used the number of citations to represent the "relative

scientific significance or 'quality' of papers."2 The Coles indicate

several problems in the use of citations as a measure of quality.

First, they note that scientIsts publishing a large number of papers

each of which is cited only a few times might accumulate as many

citations as those publishing a few heavily cited papers.
3

They handle

this problem by considering a physicist's three most heavily cited

contributions. Second, they observe that the extreme contemporaneity,

1Gephart, Develo ment of an Instrument, pp. 72-73.

2
Cole and Cole, "Scientific Output," p. 379.

31bid., p. 380.
63
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of science raises a problem in the use of citations as an indicator of

quality. At least half the citations in a year are to work published

in the five preceding years. They handle this problem by a technique

of weighting citations.
1

They note other problems in the use of the SCI as well:

(1) Work of the highest significance often becomes common know-

ledge very quickly and is referred to in papers without being

cited.
(2) Citations may be critical rather than positive.

(3) The various scientific fields differ in size. If we wish to

compare the work of scientists in different fields, we must take

into consideration the number of people actively working in these

fields.
(4) The significance of scientific work is not always recognized

by contemporaries (e.g., Mendel).2

The problem of not being recognized by one's cottemporaries is not

unique to citation rates as a measure of quality. It applies to all

the measures of research output we will consider, except productivity

and self-evaluation.

For citation rates to be a valid measure of research quality,

we must accept the assumptions on which they rest. First, use of

citation rates assumes that there is equal visibility throughout the

system, i.e., an unknown researcher publishing in an obscure journal is

just as likely to be cited, if his work is of comparable quality, as a

well-known researcher publishing in the leading journal in the field.

Under conditions of equal visibility, better research will be visible,

regardless of the rank of a researcher's department, the prestige of

lIbid.
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his honorofic awards, or the nature of his specialty. (By visibility

the Coles mean familiarity of other physicists with a given researcher's

work.) The Coles analyze the interrelation of several variables and

visibility, and conclude that quality, eiepartmental rank, prestige of

awards, and specialty all have an independent effect on visibility.
1

Thus, quality is but one of several factors related to visibility.

Since work must be visible before it can be cited, unequal visibility

may affect citation rates.

Equal visibility requires at least that there be an established

core of journals in a given field, which virtually everyone reads or

at least scane, and also that everyone has an equal chance of being

published in that core of journals, assuming equal quality in their

papers. In physics, these conditions are met to a considerable degree,

although the principle of cumulative advantage
2 combines with uni-

versalism3 in the operation of the referee system, as Zuckerman and

Merton note. They write, "Physicists who have acquired a reputation

for doing good work have certain advantages in getting their papers

through the referee prOcess. In general, their work is more apt to be

1Stephen Cole and Jonathan R. Cole, "Visibility and Structural

Bases of Awareness in Science," American Socioloaical Review, XXIII,

No. 3 (1968), 397-412.

2By the principle of cumulative advantage, or the "Matthew

effect" as Merton calls it, he means "the accruing of greater incre-

ments of recognition for particular scientific contributions to
scientists of considerable repute and the withholding of such,recog-

nition from scientists who have not yet made their mark." Robert K.

Merton, "The Matthew Effect in Science," Science, January S, 1968,

.p 56-63.

3By universalism is meant the uniform application of standards
for rewards to everyone in the social system.



62

accepted but we cannot say whether this is because it tends to be of

higher quality or because it is giore often given the benefit of the

doubt."
1

There is some evidence that visibility may vary between scien-

tific fields and among "conjunctive domains," as well as according to

the prominence of individuals in a parcicular field. In the field of

educational research, for example, Garvey, Nelson, and L'n found that

people presenting papers at the 1968 American Educational Research

Association (AERA) meeting named a total of seventy-six different

journals to which they either had submitted or planned to submit the

main content of their presentations for publication. They found that

"an educational researcher must examine eighteen different journals in

order to read half the material presented at the AERA meeting. Com-

pared to most other groups, AERA seems extraordinarily diffuse in its

range of publication vehicles."2 Garvey, Nelson, and Lin present data

showing the range of publication vehicles for eleven different profes-

sional associations (see Chapter IX). Clearly we cannot assume that

visibility would be identical in fields with such varying ranges of

publication outlets, without first empirically verifying this assump-

tion. (We discuss the communication system further in Chapter IX.)

1Harriet Zuckerman and Robert K. Merton, "Patterns of Evalua-

tion in Science; Institutionalization, Structure and Functions of the

Referee System" (paper presented at the annual meeting of the American .

Sociological Association, 1968), pp. 50-51.

2William D. Garvey, Carnot Nelson, and Nan Lin, "A Preliminary

Description of Scientific Information Exchange in Educational Research"

(paper presented at the Colloquium on Improving the Social and Communi-

cation Mechanisms of Educational Research, sponsored by the American ftle
Educational Research Association, November 21-22, 1968, Washington, D.C.).
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One way to ascertain whether all research papers are equally

visible would be to measure quality in a different way, e.g., with a

rating form, and then ask judges if they recognise the paper or the

author (when the author and journal names and other identifying charac-

teristics have been removed). We did this with the 390 educational

research papers rated by 39 judges, and found that the judges were

familiar with only 8 per cent of the research papers. Not surprisingly,

in view of the Coles' finding, they were more likely to be fAmiliar

with bettev research than with poorer research. There is a positive

linear relationship between familiarity and rated quality on theory and

practice. The relationship between familiarity and research methods

is also positive, althoue not linear (Table III-1). To be sure, this

is just one paper out of perhaps many which an author may have written.

It is possible that other work of tl author's would be visible and

hence cited. Given the diffuse communication system in educational

research, however, we do not want to assume that good work has an equal

chance of being cited regardless of 141,o wrote it or where it appears.

Also underlying the use of citation rates as a measure of

quality is the assumption that citation rates are unaffected by loca-

tion, social circles, or other social structural variables. Since we

have already seen from the Coles' work that visibilixy is relaed to

rank of department and prestige of honorific awards received, even when

research quality is held constant, and that ease and speed of publica-

tion are related to a researcher's reputation
1

(which unquestionably is:4,

1Zuckerman and Merton, "Patterns of Evaluation in Science."
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TABLE III-1

PERCENTAGE OF JUDGES REMEMBERING AUTHORS

OF PAPERS OF DIFFERENT QUALITY

Rated Quality of Paper

Best

Contribution
to theorya

Contribution
to practicea

Above Average
Avervre

(1) (2) (3)

25% 10 2

(16) (98) (100)

18 7 3

(22) (94) (128)

Use of 11 11 3

research methods (19) (93) (118)

Below
Aver7e

(4)

Incompetent

(3)--

1 2

(92) (68)

3 0

(91) (41)

1 2

(90) (53)

a
Both relationships have a Chi-Square whicL is significant

above the .01 level.
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related to quality) it is hard to assume that citation rates are

unaffected by social structural variables.

Another principle that seems to underlie the use of citation

rates as a measure of research quality is the assumption that there is

high consensus on what the standards fbr assessing research quality are,

and high agreement on the way these standards are applied. In other

words, variation in citation rates is assumed to depend primarily on

the paper's value, rather than upon uncertainty about standards for

assessing the research or uncertainty about how .hose standards should

be applied. This assumption may be valid in a well institutionalized

field like physics, but not valid in a poorly institutionalized field

like education, although this assumption has not been empirically

tested bv the users of the measure to our knowledge.

using citation rates assumes that everyone making

ci (i.e., publishing papers journals) is an equally competent

judge of quality. The validity of this assumption probably depends on

the level of institutionalization of research in a field, and all that

institutionalization implies about the existence and operation of

standards in a field.

As a measure of research outpmt, citation rates tap one

dimension that other measures do not, however. If a research paper is

not cited, then, no matter what its "quality" it is not being used by

other researchers. Citation rates measure use as well as quality.
1

1This aspect of citation rates was suggested by Camilla Auger,

Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University.
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Finally, there are practical factors to consider when compar-

ing methods of measurement. Citation rates are relatively easy and

inexpensive, and they permit considerable scope in the physical sci-

ences, and increasingly in the behavioral sciences. The relatively

minor problems noted by the Coles notwithstanding, they provide a good

way of ascertaining how much a researcher's work was used by his

colleagues, whtch is certainly a key dimension of quality. They may

present serious problems, however, in fields with high variations in

visibility and in the application of standards of research. A practi-

cal limitation in their use is the requi-:ed time lag of several years

before enough citations have accumulated to be used as a measure. This

means they cannot be used to measure the quality of very recent

research papers.

Evaluation Forms

A major difference between citation rates and evaluation fr

as measures of research quality is that the latter explicitly prc

the standards used in making an assessment. Also, the amount of con-

sensus in the application of those standards can be measured. Forty-

eight different evaluation forms were counted by Bartos.
1

The problems

of measuring research quality with evaluation forms were thoroughly

treated by Wandt, Gephart, Nasatir, and Persell. We will consider the

standards they used, the consensus they found among raters, and the

assumptions which must be made in using this type of measure.

1Bruce B. Bartos, "A Review of Instruments Developed to be Used
in the Evaluation of the Adequacy of Reported Researdh" (Bloomington,

Indiana: Phi Delta Kappa, 1969), p. 1. (Mimeographed.)
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Wendt and his colleagues
I developed aad administered two

measures of research quality. They developed a twenty-five item list

of characteristics of good research, with each item being rated on a

five point scale. Of their twenty-five characteristics, all but one

deals with either research methods Or with style of presentation. Only

one criterion considers the substantive worth of the problem being

treated by the article ("The problem is significant") and that does not

specify significant in terms of either theoretical contribution or

practical contribution. They also asked each judge to assume the role

of an educational research journal editor and rate the article as one

he would accept, accept with specified minor revisions,or reject. This

was called the Accept-Revise-Reject Rating (ARR). Wendt had each of

41 papers rated by two judges. On the overall ARR rating the

reliability coefficient was .17, which is significant at the .20 level.

Wandt recommends having judges who are experts in the substan-

tive area of the article, rather than experte in ational research

methods generally. Also, he recormends oueL4.,.Lng the name of both

journals and authors being rated by the judges, so this source of bias

might be eliminated. (Both of these recommendations were followed in

the study reported here.)

1Edwin Wandt, Georgia S. Adams, Dorothy M. Collett, William B.

Michael, David G. Ryans, and Carleton B. Shay,"An Evaluation of Educa-

ticaal Research Published in JournalsPreport of the Committee on

Evaluation of Research, American Educational Research Association,

Febmary, 1967. (Mimeograilhed.) A summary of this report appears
in Edwin Wendt, A Cross-Section of Educational Research (New York:

David McKay Company, Inc., c. 1965), pp. 1-13.
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Another helpful eontributor to the 1iterature of measux_Lag

educational research quality is William J. Gephart.
1 He developed a

rating instrument composed of fifty items and an overall measure which

was presented in a clear outline format, faci1itating use. His instru-

ment reflects the psychological-experimental nature of much educational

research. He tested the instrument's reliability with ten qualified

judges who were specialists in guidance and counseling, and they rated

articles from five guidance and counseling journals. The reliability

of the ratings was .599 (using the average of Kendall's coefficients

of concordance), which is significant at the .001 level. Unlike Wandt,

Gephart found higher agreement on the overall rating of the studies

than on the fifty item instrument.2 On the overall ratinga Gephart's

judges revealed high agreement s indicated by their Kendall's W which

was .807. (Both the Kendall's and the Chi Square'obtained on these

results are significant at the .001 level.)3

Gephart also compared two ways of measuring quality, by rating

and ranking, and found that the degree af agreement obtained when

judges rate research projects and when they rank them is nearly the

same. (He found Spearman's rank different coefficient correlation on

the two measures to be .981, significant beyond the .01 level.) In

addition, he found higher interrater reliability in ranking and rating

research articles when the judge was a specialist in the same substan-

tive area as the research article.

1Gephart, Development of an Tnstrument.

2 Ibid., p. 103.
3
Ibid.
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Gephart's purpose was to evaluate the v3seareh methods used.

As a result, he does not consider the importance of the problem

selected for study. He hints at the dimension of importance when he

says, "This assessment is based upon the premise that good research is

carefully planned, quite traditionally analyzed, and adequately

reperted. ul It could be, however, that very important work might

initially be done and reported in a haphazard way, and only later be

verified in a methodologically sound way. Also, a research article

might be very sound technically, but treat a trivial subject. For

these reasons, we feel it is essential to assess both substance and

research methods when measuring quality.

Nasatir developed a detailed evaluation form with eleven

criteria and a global rating form.
2 He had ten judges rate six

articles apiece. Like Gephart, he found more agreement on the global

rating form than on the detailed instrument. On the global form,

70 per cent of the judges were in the average modal frequency with

respect to substance and 68 per cent were in the average modal

frequency with respect to methods.

Drawing on the work of Gephart, Nasatir, and Sieber,
3

Persell

developed another detailed rating instrument.
4 She tested its

p. 138.

2
Nasatir and Elesh, "Project Memorandum No. 5."

3
Sam D. Sieber,"Detailed Criteria of Evaluation,' (rev. ed.;

New York: Bureau of Applied Social -Research, Columbia University,

1966). (Mimeographed.)

4 [Persell], "Measuring Educational Research Quality."
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reliability by having eighteen judges (nine from the Bureau of Applied

Social Research of Columbia University and nine frcm Teachers College

of Columbia) rate 102 articles from 38 journals, on detailed and global

rating forms. Consensus was measured by the percentage of judges in

the average modal frequency. For the detailed rating instrument that

measure of agreement was 61 per cent and on the global form it was

71 per cent. The coefficient of rank correlation for the 102 articles

according to the two rating instruments was .81. In sum, the global

instrument elicited higher consensus than the detailed one and the

articles were ranked very similarly on both global and detailed instru-

ments. The one-page global instrument was far easier to administer

than the forty-six item, eleven-page, detailed instrument. The con-

sensus obtained in the Persell administration was virtually identical

to that obtained by Nasatir on the global form, and was somewhat higher

on the detailed form.

Valid use of an evaluation form renui E

tions. First, that the relevant dimensions of quality and criteria

for them can be determined, and agreed upon. As we have already noted,

Gephart emphasized only research methods. He made no attempt to assess

the substantive contribution a research paper made, perhaps feeling

that this dimension of quality was more difficult for judges to assess

in a consistent way. Of Wandt's twenty-five characteristics, all but

one deals with either research methods or with style of presentation.

Nasatir, in contrast, has six out of eleven criteria in his detailed

rating form which deal with substantive aspects of a research paper.

741
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Persell had four out of forty-six criteria that treat substance in her

detailed rating instrument. These variations suggest that there is not

complete agreement on what constitutes relevant criteria. But there

may two ways to assess agreement. First, are tho same items

included? Second, would researchers in a field vehemently deny that

certain items were relevant? It is possible that they would agree that

certain criteria were relevant, but not include them in their own rating

form because they thought they would encounter problems of measurement.

If this is the case, then researcherc might agree to a standard such as

"significance" if agreement were reached among those rating it.

One measure that Wandt, Gephart, Nasatir, and Persell all agreed

upon is the use of an overall, or global rating, of a research paper's

quality. Wandt used a single item rating, with a three point rating

scale. He recommends, however, using a fivp, rnir-': rating scale for the

overar art also has a single item overal1 evaluation,

using a five point scale, ranging from -2 to 2. Nasatar used a Global

Rating Form in addition to his detailed rating form. Ins form had two

dimensions--substantive contribut5ln and contributio t research

methods. Each of these two dimensions used a five poin scale. Pe:sell

retained Nasatir's Global Form unchanged. Since the-e Four major

efforts agree on using an overall rating, that repre e7ts consensus on

a general approach to the problem at least.

Using an evaluation form also assumes uniforz administration by

differen-, judges. This assumes, further, that if a laper is recognized.

by a judge, his knowledge of the author dos not influence his
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evaluation of the paper. As already noted, Gephart and Persell found

higher agreement among judges on overall ratings than on detailed ones.

Future studies should test the reliability of any evaluation form

proposed for use.

Finally, using an evaluation instrument assumes that the

measure is valid. As mentioned, Gephart tested the validity of his

evaluation form by comparing the way the ratings ordered the papers

with an independent ranking of the papers and found the two were highly

related. As already noted, Persell found that the detailed evaluation

form and the global rating form ranked articles very similarly. We

have al=ady mentioned that it would be useful to compare the results

of measuring quality with evaluation forms and with citatiol.

Problems in each o the measw-es might complicate an assessment of

their correlation, but they should be strongly related, nonetheless.

We turn now to another method which has been used to measure research

output.

Research Productivity

Many researchers have used quantity of output as an indicator

of research quality.1 As the Coles observe, a high or moderate

1
For some examples see: Joseph Ben-David, "Scientific Produc-

tivity and Academic Organization in 19th Century Medicine," in Science

and Society, ed. by Norman Kaplan (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965),

pp. 31-61; Buswell, et al., Training for Educational Research; Myron B.

Coler, ed., Essays on Creativit in the Sciences (New York: New Yo#
University Press, 1963), p. xvi; Diana Crane, "Scientists at Major and

Minor Universities: A Study of Productivity wad Recognition," American

Sociological Review, XXX (October 1965), 699-714; David A. Lingwood,'

"Interpersonal Communication, Scientific Productivity, and Invisible

Colleges: Studies of Two Behavioral Research Areas" (paper prepared

IPS
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correlation between research productivity and its quality has been

found in several fields of science. Also, in their own work they find

a correlation between the research productivity and quality of work

published by a sample of physicists (r = .72). As they note, since the

correlation is not perfect there are low-producing scientists who are

thought to have contributed a great deal and high-producing ones

considered to have contributed relatively little.
1

In another study, Heiss used a combination of research quantity

and peer evaluations to determine "outstanding scholars" in education.2

She found ninety-four "high producing" researchers. When they were

asked to name the five best researchers in their specialty, however,

the list shrank to thirty-eight "outstanding scholars" who were both

productive and doing good work. The relatively low-producing good

scholar is lost by this technique, however.

for Colloquium on improving the Social and Communication Mechanisms of

Educational Research, sponsored by the American Educational Research

Association, Washington, D.C., Nov. 21-22, 1968); Derek Price, Little

Science, Big Science (New York: Columbia University Press, 1963),

p. 40; Logan Wilson, The Academic Man: A Study in the Sociology of a

Profession (New York: Octagon Press, 1964), p. 110; Blaine R. Worthen,

"The Impact of Research Assistantship Experience on the Subsequent

Development of Educational Researchers" (unpublished Ph.D. disserta-

tion, Ohio State University, 1968).

'Cole and Cole, "Scientific Output," pp. 377-78, 382. They

cite the following: Kenneth E. Clark, America's Psychologists: A

Survey of a Growing Profession (Washington) D.C.: American Psycho-

logical Association, 1957), Chap. 3; Wayne Dennis, "The Bibliographies

of Eminent Scientists," Scientific Monthly, LXXIX (September, 1954),

180-83; Bernard M. Meltzer, "The Productivity of Social Scientists,"

American Journal of Sociology, LV (July, 1949), 25-29; and Peggy

Thomasson and Julian C. Stanley, "Exploratory Study of Productivity

and 'Creativity' of Prominent Psychometricians" (unpublished paper,

University of Wisconsin, 1966).

2Buswell, et al., Training for Educational Research.
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In sum, it seems that although research productivity has a

demonstrated positive relationship to research quality in the physical

sciences, it would be better to consider it as a separate concept, and

try to measure quality and quantity independently.

Prize Winning

In the natural sciences and increasingly in the behavioral

sciences, awards are given to outstanding contributors in the field.

Most would agree the awards are given for better work. If receipt of

important prizes in a field is taken as a measure of research quality,

one must be willing to make assumptions similar to those required in

using citation rates, namely that of equal visibility throughout the

system, agreement on the standards of assessing quality, agreement on

the way those standards are applied, and competence of the people

making the judgments, plus the absence of political considerations.

Zuckerman has extensively studied Nobel laureates in science,
1
and the

Coles have found that winning the Nobel prize is verY highly related

to being frequently cited.
2

1Harriet Anne Zuckerman, "Nobel Laureates in the United States:

A Sociological Study of Scientific Collaboration" (unpublished Ph.D.

dissertation, Columbia University, 1965); "Nobel Laureates in Science:

Patterns of Productivity, Collaboration, and Authorship," American

Sociological Review, XXII (June, 1967), 391-403; "The Sociology cf the

Nobel Prizes," Scientific American, CCXVII (November, 1967), 25-33.

2
Cole and Cole, "Scientific Output."
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Peer Evaluations

A frequently used peer-group judgment is the referee process,

applied to journals or grants.
1 This method requires the same assump-

tions as citation rates and prize winning, plus the additional assump-

tion that invisible college membership, or other forms of collegial

social circles, do not affect how a researcher evaluates his peers.

Even in a field like physics, where research is highly institutionalized,

Zuckerman and Merton found that the principle of universalism is modi-

fied by the principle of cumulative advantage in the refereeing process.

Sieber found that the background of proposal-reading committee

members (i.e., in education or the behavioral sciences) was associated

with approval rates of grant applicants (the applicants with back-

grounds similar to the readers' had a higher percentage of approvals).

These findings suggest that there are unresolved problems in the use of

peer evaluations as measures of research quality.

Journal Characteristics

A number of journal characteristics might be ur,ed as indicators

of journal quality, and thus indirectly as indicators of the quality of

research papers. Such characteristics include:

1In reference to journals, see Richard H. Orr, et al., Peer

Group Judgment of Scientific Merit (Philadelphia: Institute for

Advancement of Medical Communication, in process); Zuckerman and Merton,

"Patterns of Evaluation in Science." In reference to grants see Sieber

and Lazarsfeld, 2ssanization of Educational Research, Appendix A,

"Features of Research Proposals Submitted to the Cooperative Research

Program between 1956 and 1963". For other peer-evaluations, see:

Clark, America's Psychologists, and Heiss, in Buswell, et al., Training,

for Educational Research.
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(a) relative citation rates (i.e., is a journal being cited more

or less often than one would expect from the proportion of

articles in that journal relative to all articles in the

field? );1

(b) a referee system of selecting papers for publication;

(c) rejection rates (although this seems to vary by field, with

the humanities having the highest, followed by the behavioral

sciences, and physical sciences;2

(d) page charges (although this varies by field);

(e) critical reviews of research papers published in a journal

and rebuttals by the author;3

(f) readership; and

(g), expert opinion about what are considered the leading journals

in the field.

Using journal characteristics as an indirect measure of research

quality has several major limitations. Certain journals have special

eMphases, and hence they might reject good research because it was

beyond their stated scope. Also, this measure of quality would not

include good work published in lesser journals. It seems that too

little is known at this time even about the relation of the above

indicators to journal Characteristics, much less about the relation of

thoSe indicators to the quality of research papers, to be able to use

journal characteristics as a measure of quality.

1Mentioned in Zuckerman and Merton, "Patterns of Evaluation in

Science."

2Ibid.. p. Sl.

3Suggested in a personal communication from William Asher,

Professor of Education and Psychology, Purdue Uniwtrsity, 1967.
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Self Evaluations

For obvious reasons, self-evaluation of research quality cannot

be considered in the same class as the other measures of research out-

put. Like productivity, self-evaluation should be considered an

indicator of a different concept. As such it should be measured

independently and then cob:pared with quality. There may be some

theoretical reason for expecting people who do better quality research

to evaluate it in a certain way, e.g., more harshly than people doing

research of lower quality. Shaw studied productivity, quality (pea-

sured by peer evaluations), and self-evaluation,
1 He found that in

53 per cent of the cases self evaluations and peer evaluations of the

same publications were reasonably related.
2 This is insufficient

agreement to warrant substituting one for the other.

Rationale for the Particular Method
Used in this Study

In a field where research is thought to be less institution-

alized, the assumptions required for using an evaluation form for

measuring research quality are more likely to be met than the assump-

tions required for using some other measure of quality. Chief among

these assumptions is the requirement of reasonable agreement on the

standards for evaluating quality, and reasonable consensus in the way

1Byron T. Shaw, The Use of Quality and Quantit; of Publication

as Criteria for Evaluating Scientists, Agricultural Research Service,
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Miscellaneou: Publication No. 1041

(Washingto-I, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967).

2Ibid., p. 39.
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the standards are applied. Finally, there must be agreement among the

members of a field that the people making the judgments are competent.

Because we have reason to believe that research in education is not

highly institutionalizedilit seems all the more important to make

standards for evaluation explicit, so members of the field can indicate

whether or not they agree on the standards, and so we can measure the

amount of consensus on those standards.

For all of the above reasons, we have decided that an evalua-

tion form is the most appropriate measure of quality in educational

research. The issue then becomes: what type of evaluation form? In

Chapter IV we will describe the specific evaluation form liq,ed in this

study and we will present the rationale for decisions made about

content, administration, and scoring.

1The concept of the level of institutionalization of research

in education is discussed extensively in Wilder's study "The Reading

Experts." We return to the concept of institutionalization in

Chapter X.

Eta;
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CHAPTER IV

ADMINISTRATION OF THE RATING FORM

AND fkGREEMENT AMONG THE JUDGES

The nature o he Ating Form used to E.3asure quality and the

, ay it is administered ma affect the amount of consensus among judges.

In this chapter we discuss the Rating Form used in this study and 11)w

we administered it. In addition to presenting quantitative data on the

amount of agreement, we do qualitative analyses of empirical research

reports and of judge characteristics in order to understand better what

contributes to greater or lesser consensus among judges.

The Rating FJTM

Nature of the Form

As we have seen in the previous chapter, the one set of stan-

dards which Wandt, Gephart, Nasatir and Persell all agreed upon was an

overall, or global, measure of a research paper's quality. In addi-

tion, for a study such as the present one, an evaluation form should be

reliable, i.e., elicit similar evaluations from the different judges

using it, and valid in the sense of corresponding to the concept of

quality we have in mind. Finally, it should be easy to administer.

We will consider the evaluation form used in this study, and present,,

evidence for accepting it as reliable, valid, and easy to administer.

si
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The rating form used in thi- study (Figure IV-1) requires an

overall evaluation on a five-point scale of each of three dimensions of

research quality: (1) substanti, ---kltribution to theoretical know-

ledge in education or a discipline; j lbstantive contribution to any

field(s) of educational practice; arcz uti Aation of (or contribu-

tion to) research methods.

Reliability

A rating form very similar to t one :T.eing used in this study

was developed by Nasatirl (Figure IV-2J The only difference was that

the contribution to substance was not divided into theory and practice.

Nasatir had ten judges rate six, articles on education in common. Using

Nasatir's Global Rating Form, Persell had ninete. judges rate four

articles in common.
2

The consensus (as measured by the percentage of judges in the

mode) in both these administrations was high (Thole VI-1). This was

true even though the judges were drawn from different backgrounds and

settings. In eadh case, half were from Teachers College of Columbia

University and half were from the Bureau of Applied Social Research,

which is affiliated with the Sociology Department of Columbia Univer-.

sity. Although these judges were from only two different institutions,

we expected similar consensus when the judges came from different insti-

tutions around the country. In the next section of this chapter we

will examine in detail the evidence bearing on this expectation.

1Nasatir, "Project Memorandu NO. S."

2 [Persell], "Measuring Oducatz.anal Research Quality."
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Rater's Name:

Article No.:

Date:

FIGURE IV-2

Global Rat_ing Form

On the basis of a quick first impression, a "snap judgment"

about the research report you have just read, please rate this

study (using the scale shown below on the left side at the

a e ) as to both:

The ideas or empirical
The study's
contribution to

findings presented; their
substantive contribution
to any field(s) of
knowledge or practice:

(or utilizailon of:
research method:

_

(I) Ranks with the best
empirical research
studies known to me;
on a par with the
top 5 or 10 per cent
in this respect.

II) Better than average,
though not "outstand-
ing" in this respect.

II) Run of the mill in
this respect; neither
better nor poorer than
the bulk of research
that I've known.

IV) Not up to "average"
standards; "less-than
mediocre" in this
respect (although not
altogether lacking).

(V) Incompetent in this
respect; among the
poorest examples of
"research" that I've
encountered.

86
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TABLE IV-1

A COMPARISON OF TWO DIFFERENT k MINISTRATTONS
OF AN EARLIER GLOBAL RAT774G FORM

Percenta4 -
of .:;udge

in the Mc- e

Nasatir administration:

Persell adminisration:

Substantive

Methodological

Substantive

Methodological

70%

68%

70%

72%

Validity

The question of validity is the question of whether the opera-

tional definition of a concept is measuring what it purports to

measure, in this case research quality. We propose two ways of

assessing the validity of this measure of quality:

(1) By comparing the nominal and overational definitions of

the concept.
1 This method is a logical operation, and we tried to do

it in some detail in Chapter III.

(2) By comparing tvo operational measures of a concept to see

if they classify the phenomena being studied in a similar fashion. In

the Persell study mentioned above, a forty-six item detailed rating

instrument (Appendix IV-1) was used by the judges in addition to the

Nasatir Global Rating Form. Thus, tWo separate operational measurs

1Suggested by Hans L. Zetterberg, On Theory and V-erification
in Sociology (Stoclawlm: Almqvist and Wiksell; New York Tressler

Press, 2nd ed., 1957), Chapter III.



were used by nineteen judges on 102 articles from 38 journals. When

the articles were ranked according to each of the two measures and

those rankings were compared, the coefficient of raak correlation was

.81. This result gives us confidence that the relative quality of the

articles was deemed similar by each method of measuring.
1

Ease of administration

The final reason we had far accepting the Rating Form was its

ease of administration. In comparison with the Detailed Criteria

Rating Form which judges found time-consuming and sometimes difficult

to apply in the Persell study,
2 the one-page Rating Form is short and

simple. Since there is less agreement among the judges nn the Detailed

Criteria Rating Form than on the Global Rating Form, ease of admini-

stration is not gained at the expense of consensus. Finally, the

Rating Form is more easily applied to all designs of research, whether

experiments, analytic surveys, or some other type. Certain require-

ments must be met, however, in the administration of the rating form,

and we turn now to a discussion of these.

Method of Administration in This Study

Selection of judges

In this study, each of thirty-nine judges rated eleven research

papers on education. A common feature of the earlier work by Wandt,

1
As we suggested in Chapter II, it would be interesting to com=

pare this instrument with other methods of measuring research quality,-.

such as citation rates and peer evaluations.

2Persell, 9Measuring Educational Research Quality."
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Gephart, Nasatir, and Perselli was the use of "qualified" judges for

rating the research papers. By qualified we mean people who have done

research on education that is well regarded by their peers. We sought

as judges people who were acknowledged experts in their field. Some,

although by no means all, of the judges were field readers of research

proposals for the U.S. Office of Education.
2 Others were leaders and

officers in the American Educational Research Association (AERA). Of

course, all qualified individuals ware not asked to be judges. Judges

were selected from a range of substantive specialties corresponding to

the distribution o' paper topics in the population. When someone we

contacted was unable to do the ratings, we asked them to recommend

someone they respected in the same substantive specialty.
3

Each judge rated eleven research papers.
4

Wherever possible,

judges were assigned papers to rate in one of their substantive

1Wandt, et al., Evaluation of Educational Research; Gephart,

Development of an Instrument; Nasatir, "Project Memorandum No. 5";

Persell, "Measuring Educational Research Quality."

2Field Reader Catalogue, Office of Education, U.S. Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare, prepared by Autonetics Division of

North American Rockwell Corp., Contract No. OEC-4-6-001305-1017,

August 1968.

3
The judges were: C. Arnold Anderson, Kurt Back, Arno A. Bel-

lack, Carl Bereiter, Charles E. Bidwell, Ricaard H. Bloomer, Walter

Borg, Wilbur B. Brookover, Richard 0. Carlson, Jeanne S. Chall, Lee J.

Cronbach, Robert Dreeben, Nicholas Fattu, Joshua A. Fishman, Robert

Gagne, Gene V. Glass, Miriam Goldberg, David Goslin, David Gottlieb,

Robert J. Havighurst, Robert Herriott, Philip W. Jackson, Fred N.

Kerlinger, Russell Kropp, C. Mauritz Lindvall, Walter MacGinitie,

Donald L. Meyer, Andrew Porter, Lauren E. Resnick, Dale P. Scannell,

Pauline Sears, Saul B. Sells, Edward A. 3uchman, Bert E. Swanson, David

V. Tiedeman, E. Paul Torrance, Ralph W. Tyler, Richard Wolf, Albert H.

Yee.

4How the population of research papers was defined and s9lected lak
was described in Chapter III.
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specialties. Wandt recommends this practice.
1 Gephart's findings also

supPort this procedure, since he found higher interrater reliability

when the jurors had backgrounds "either in the substantive area of the

re5tarch articles or in its research design and methodology."
2

The

jodges were told very little about the study in the letter requesting

tiAir participation
(see Appendix IV-2) or in the directions (Appendix

I1/-33 accompanying
the papers and the Rating Forms. All identifying

characteristics of the research papers were omitted on the Xeroxed

cOpies cf the research papers sent to the judges. This included the

nallie(s) arid location of the author(s), the name of the journal, any

indication of funds which might have supported the project on which the

ratier was based, and any indication that the paper was part of a

Otudent's school work. Professional acknowledgments to colleagues

Which might have indicated where the author was located were also

01iminated. Only the title of the paper and its content remained. No

fater 1+10 assigned papers to rate which were written by people located

irt hi$ oWn university.

We added a Specification Form (Figure IV-3) to the Rating Form

to optgin information about whether prior knowledge of a paper affects

the judge 's rating of it, and to ascertain if judges are more likely

to be EtAmiliar with the best research.
3 Also the Specification Form

1Wandt, et al., Evaluation of Educational Research.

2
Gephart, lontof anlnstru nt, p. 130.

3This idea was suggested by a conversation with Stephen Cole of

the State University of New York at Stony Brook.



C. Persell 4/69

FIGURE 1V-3
87

SPECIFICATION FORM Article Number

1. Do you remember having read this article before? 1 CI yes 2 0 no 12/

2. Do you remember:

(a) Who the author is? 1 0 yes 2 0 no 13/

(b) Where the paper appeared? 1 yes 2 [ ] no 14/

3. If the article is rated poor (4 or 5) in any of the 3 categories, please

answer these two questions.

A) IF THE ARTICLE IS RATED POOR (4 or 5) ON EITHER SUBSTANCE CATEGORY, is

it because the article does not deal with an "important" theoretical or

practical problem in the field, or because while it treats an important

problem, it adds little to our understanding of the problem?

Check 11 does not deal with an important problem 15/

one
only \2 although topic represents an important problem, the article adds

little to our understanding of it.

3 other (please specify)

B) IF THE ARTICLE IS RATED POOR (4 or 5) ON METHODOLOGY, is it because

of poor design, method of data collection, or data analysis?

(Please check all that apply):

1 poor study design

2 poor method(s) of data collection

3 poor method(s) of data analysis

4 other (please specify)

16-20/

21/

22-23/
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provides additional information about what detracts from research

papers, as we shall see in Chapter V.

Selection of papers rated
by several judges

Even though the rating form being used here is similar to

Nasatir's Global Rating Form, we wanted to understand its reliability

under the circumstances of this study. To do this, we had each of ten

research papers on education rated in common by five judges.
1

The ten papers rated in common were selected in the following

manner: The papers were grouped according to primary substance. There

were ten major categories of primary substance, namely, administration,

curriculum, personnel and teacher training, counseling and guidance,

research methods, psychological processes, higher education, reading,

social context of education, and speech and special education. Within

each of these ten, one paper was randomly selected to be rated in

common. This method of stratified random campling was employed to

insure that each major substantive area was represented. After the ten

papers were selected, they were scanned, to see if they represented a

1
The net result of this operation was the following:

6 papers were rated in common by 5 judges (as planned);

1 paper was rated in common by 6 judges (we gave one judge the wrong

paper);
2 papers were rated in common by 4 judges (one judge refused to rate a

paper so removed from his specialty, and 1 judge had not done the

ratings at the time of this analysis);
1 paper was rated in common by 2 judges (one of these papers was tO go

to the judge who received the one rated by six people above; in

the other two cases, we inadvertently assigned two judges an

eleventh paper which was not in the group to be rated in common).

The analysis of consensus in this study is based on ratings of the nine.

papers for which v4e had ratings by four or more judges. 911
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variety of research methods, research quality, length, and type of

journal. Three of the ten papers were given at the 1968 annual AERA

meeting. Since it did illustrate variety in these respects, the sample

was considered a useful one for the purpose of assessing inter-rater

reliability, and was therefore retained.

Overall Agreement among the JudTn_

Quantitative Results

Because the number of judges was smaller in this administration,

we decided that the percentage of judges in the mode was not the best

measure of consensus. A mathematical statistician
1 suggested that the

average deviation from the mean rating would be an appropriate way to

describe the amount of agreement among judges.2 If we examine the

overall average deviation (obtained by averaging the average deviations

obtained on each of the three dimensions) of the ratings,
3 we see that

there is generally high agreement among the judges (Table 1V-2). In no

paper does the overall average deviation exceed 1.0, which would be one

adjacent category on the Rating Form away from the mean. The lowest

1The thcughtful help with this problem that was provided by

Robert Berk from the Columbia University Department of Mathematical

Statistics is gratefully acknowledged.

2Because all nine papers were not rated in common by the nine

judges, we were unable to use such an analysis of variance in ranks as

Kendall's W, the coefficient of concordance.

3A rough rule of thumb for interpreting the average deviation

on a five point scale is the following: an average deviation Of 0

means completct agreement among all judges, an average deviation of 1.2

would occur if the judges were distributing their ratings across the

scale in a completely random fashion, and an average deviation of42

would indicate complete disagreement among judges.

99



TABLE IV-2

AVERAGE DEVIATIONS FROM THE MEAN RATING OF

NINE RESEARCH PAPERS RATED IN COMMON

Average Deviation from the Mean Rating on

Paper 876
(4 judges)

Paper 124
(5 judges)

Paper 886
(5 judges)

Paper 321.
(4 plagp,$)

Paper 1180
(5 judges)

Paper 287
(6 judges)

Paper 527
(5 judges)

'Paper 545
(5 judges)

Paper 1018
(S judges)

90

ContribUtion Contribution Use of

to Theo.

.50

. 48

0

. 38

.72

.48

.64

.64

.88

Overall average
deviation on
each of the
three dimensions .52

to Practice Research Methods

.38

.64

.60

.75

.48

.80

.72

.64

1.04

.67

Overall
Average
Deviation

. 38 .42

.32 .48

.88 .49

.75 .63

.72

.80

.72

.88

.64

.68

.64

.69

.6.9

.72

.85

.62



overall average deviation is .42 which is less than half an adjacent

category -P-Jm th- mean. If we average the overall average deviations

91

across all nine papers, the result is a mean overall average deviation

of .62. These results give us confidence in the amount of agreement

among judges, and therefore make it reasonablc for us to assume that

since the judges generally agree, we are justified in using a single

rating of a research paper as a measure of its quality. While these

findings give us confidence in the reliability of the Rating Form,

however, by themselves they tell us little about what contributes to

greater Or lesser agreement among judges. In order to get some insight

into the nature of agreement among judges, we qualitatively analyze

papers eliciting the greatest and least agreement among raters.

Qualitative Analysis of the Paper
with Greatest Overall Agreement

Paper characteristics

'Paper 876 shows the lowest overall average deviation (and thus

the highest agreement) among judges, with an average deviation of .42,

This paper describes a state department of public health's state-wide

Hearing Conservation Program. It presents audiological data on 1,000

children with hearing loss, and it analyzes hearing loss as a function

of age, type of loss, and audiometric configuration. Also, it makes

observations relating hearing loss and noise exposure, regression of

sensori-neural loss, and Hz sensori-neural "spikes." Methodologically

it is primarily descriptive, presenting percentage differences in

various nominal categories. The paper does not indicate how the 1;000

95
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children described were selected, although it does say that they came

from ten counties representing mountain and plain regions, and low,

medium, and high income per capita groups. In general terms, hearing

loss represents an important practical problem with implications for

education. The paper relates its study to relevant literature, but it

does not refer to theory in a way that increases our understanding of

the problem. In Table IV-3 we can see how eaci- judge rated the papex

on each of the three dimensions of Tu..ality. The two judges rating the

paper "below average" (4) in contribution to theory both specified

their rating by checking, "althoug7._ the topic represents an important

problem, the article adds little tr7, ,)ur understanding of it." We agree

with this evaluation The one jua rating the paper below average (4)

in research methods checked "poor study design" and "poor methods of

data analysis" as the reasons for the rating.

TABLE rv-3

JUDGES' RATINGS OF PAPER 876, THE ONE WITH
HIGHEST OVERALL AGREEMENT AMONG RATERS

Judge 03

Judge 16

Judge 17

Judge 21

Judges' Rating of

Contribution
to Theory

3

4

4

3

Contribution
to Practice

3

3

2

3

Use of
Research Methods

3

4

3

5

96
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Altogether, both the judges' ratings and their comments indi-

cate their evaluation of this paper as mediocre. It is a bit surpris-

ing to me that the paper with the highest agreement is a mediocre

article, in view of Nasatir's and Persell'si findings that generally

the papers at the extremes of quality, i.e., either very good or very

poor, elicit the highest consensus. This raises the question, is

quality related to agreement? Clearly it is not in the case of paper

876, but perhaps it is for other papers (Table IV-4). The papers which

rank second and third in agreement among judges are at che extremes of

quality so the tendency for quality to affect agreement is true in this

administration of the rating instrument as well as in the earlier

Nasatir and Des-ectall studies. That paper 876, which elicits highest

agreement, is not at the extremes of quality suggests that there are

other factors which may also be related to agreement.

One of the characteristics that may affect agreement is

similarity between the judges' substantive specialty and that of the

paper. This was found in the administrations of other rating instru-

ments
2 to contribute to consensus among judges. In the case of paper

876, however, this was not the case either. The paper was not sub-

stantively similar to the specialties of any of the judges. The fifth

judge who was supposed to rate this paper refused to rate the paper

altogether, although asked twice, on the grounds that it was not in

1Nasatir, "Project Memorandum No. 5"; Persell, 'Measuring

Educational Research Quality."

2Nasatir, "Project Memorandum No. 5"; Gephart, Development of.

an Instrument; Persell, 'Measuring Educational Research Quality." 97
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her area 3: ..xpertise. Another judge refusd initially to rat it, and

only did st relusytantly, with the comment, "1 don't consider Ir. self

competent an this area of research." This sugg-sts that subst nzive

similexity between the paper and the judges' spcialties was r

re:l.ated to the high agreement obtained on this )aper. In fact L7 is

difficult to find any characteristic of the papr which seems 70 explain

why it evinced such high agreement among jtv-

Judge characteristics

If there is not something apparent about the paper whi=h

accounts for high agreement, perhaps there is something about the

judges which contributed to their consensus. Are they, for example, a

particularly homogeneous group? As we just mentioned, they are not

homogeneous with respect to their specialties, which range over special

education, evaluation, curriculum, and sociology of education. Nor are

they particularly alike with regard to their organizational affiliation.

One is in a liberal arts department, one is in a research institute,

and two are in schools of education. It seems that they are not

similar in terms of specialty or setting. Regarding their training,

two were completely trained in the libelal arts, and two were trained

in both the liberal arts and education, so they do not seem similar in

training either. Their ages range from 50 to 69 and they are all males,

but it seems doubtful that either of these factors accounts for their

agreemeat. The only characteristic they seem to share is lack of

familiarity with the paper. Three of the judges do not remember having

read the paper before, who the author is, or where the paper appeared,

99
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and czle _LE not answer those questions. But it seems unlikely that

faimiii3ri-7.-r affects consensus.

It is conceivable that the high level of agreement is related

to the fact that only four judges ended up rating this paper. If we

look a Table IV-2. again, however, we see that another paper (321)

which az rated by only four judges did not have as high consensus

(the ora12. average deviation for that paper was .63) and that one

paper (287) which was rated by six judges elicited average agreement

among judges (the overall average deviation was .69), so the amount of

agreement does not seem to be affected by the number of judges rating

the paper. In short, none of the paper or judge characteristics which

we considered seem to be related to the high agreement among judges.

Qualitative Analysis of the Paper
with Least Overall Agreement

Paper characteristics

The paper which yielded lowest agreement among the judges was

1018. This paper considers which method of lal,oratory instruction is

more effective in attaininy ,e objectives of a biology course for

college freshmen--a "content-centered" lab with student activities

revolving around oral and written directions or a "process-centered"

laboratory with students applying "inductive methods" to the solution

of major problems which have been identified by either the students or

the 1-.eacher. The study was designed as follows: of twenty frerTman

college biology sections in one college, three were arbitrarily desig-

nated "content-centered" and three "process-centered," Each group of
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ree was given the treatment typical of the particular method. Each

-z-,up was also given a battery of before and after tests to measure the

a:ectives of increasing knowledge of biology, developing scientific

7,itudes, developing problem-solving abilities, and developing an

,:erest in biology. Analysis of variance, analysis of co-variance,

correlations were used to measure differences in the two groups.

think the problem is of practical significance for higher education.

Lso it is our feeltng that this is a better paper than 876 (the one

eliciting such high consensus), but the overall ratings of the judges

do not reflect this (rable IV-5).

TABLE IV-5

JUDGES' RATINGS OF PAPER 1018, THE ONE WITH
LEAST OVERALL AGREEMENT AMONG RATERS

Judges' Rating of

Contribution I

to Theo
Contribution
to Practice

Use of
Research Methods

Judge 10 3 2 3

Judge 20 2 2 2

Judge 11 4 3 2

Judge 09 4 4 3

Judge 28 4

ree of the judges rated this paper average or above, and two rated it

below average. The judges rating it below average made a number of

vents which illustrate their reactions to the paper. The most

general comment about the paper (and the only comment made by a judge

01
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rating the paper average or above) was made by one judge who wrote,

"If I had made a decision at or about page 3, I would have rated can-

tribution to theory anc, contribution to practice as above average.

Later pages detracted from this impression." The early pages of the

paper state the problem and the hypotheses to be tested. We might

expect that there would then be some connection with theory which might

suggest the anticipated direction of findings. But as one judge

observes, the paper "does not deal with [a problem] in any theoreti-

cally important way." Similarly, another judge indicates, "Although

topic represents an important problem, the article adds little to our

understanding of it." A third judge is in agreement when he writes,

"does not deal with a theoretical problem." He also writes that there

is "no such [theoretical] knowledge." We wish he had elaborated on

this comment, because it is hard to tell exactly what he means. Is

there no theory, or even general orieiztation, which suggests that one

type of curriculum would lead to more learning than another type of

curriculum? If not, this would seem to be a problem a research study

in the area would try to remedy.

The more severe judges also comment about what is wrong with

the methodology of this paper. Two judges mention poor methods of data

c913ection and data analysis. One of them writes, "Statistics OK--need

item analysis." Also, "Poor reporting of homemade instrument." We

agree with this comment. The paper spends more time reporting the

reliability and validity of published instruments than of instruments

especially designed for tlae study. The other judge also checks poor
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study design, and writes, "He is unable to set up an experiment really

testing the basic hypotheses."

Judge characteristics

The differences in these judges' ratings is puzzling because in

terms of their specialties, educational backgrounds, and locations these

judges are more homogeneous than the ones rating paper 876, which

elicited the greatest agreement. Four out of five of these judges

specialize in curriculum, and one is in research methods. While the

judges are not specialists in science education, they are closer to the

substance of the paper than in the case of paper 876. Four out of five

received two or more of their degrees in the liberal arts. Only two

had degrees in education. Three out of five are in (or retired from)

research institutes, with the other two in schools of education. All

are male and their ages range from 42-65. None of the judges remember

having read the paper before, who the author is, or where the paper

appeared. In brief, it seems that none of the background characteris-

tics we know about these judges explain any of the variation in agree-

ment on this paper, just as they did not explain the high agreement on

paper 876. What seems tote the case here is that there are two judges

who are very severe in their rating of this research paper. Are these

judges consistently severe in their ratings of research papers, or is

their severity limited to this particular paper? We can try to answer

this question, even without having other ratings in common done by

these same judges, by examining the distribution of each judge's

ratings, to see if some judges are consistently more severe or more

103
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lenient in their ratings. The ratings of eight judges (starred in

Appendix IV-4) seem more severe than those of the thirty-one other

judges, and three seem more lenient (marked with a "t" in Appendix

IV-4). Variation in the distribution of judges' ratings does not

concern us, however, unless it is accompanied by great disagreement

among judges. It may reflect the actual distribution of quality of

the papers rated by that judge. If a judge is very different from his

colleagues, however, we cannot help wondering if there is something

peculiar to that judge which makes his ratings more severc.

The two judges who rated paper 1018 more critically than the

other three judges tended to have ratings that were more severe than

those of other judges, particularly with regard to theory for one

judge and theory and methods for the other judges. Since it is

impossible to tell if other judges would have rated those papers as

harshly, however, we decided not to eliminate the ratings of these two

judges. Further, if we had excluded their ratings of twenty papers,

we would have had too few cases for most of our three-variable analysis.

Agreement among the Judges
on Different Dimensions

Agreement on Contribution to Theory

Table IV-2 reveals that the dimension of research quality taat

generally elicits most agreement among the judges is contribution to

theory. This is particularly interesting in view of the diversity of

the judges and of the substantive areas of the papers. How can we

account for this relatively high agreement on contribution to theory

104
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ratings? First, theory may be present or absent in this sample of

papers. In contrast to theory, some type of research methods was

required for inclusion in this sample. Thus, it is quite possible that

theoretical treatment of a problem may be completely absent from a

paper. If that is the case, it would be relatively easy for judges to

agree that a paper was below average with regard to theory. The rela-

tively greater agreement among judges on ratings of theory may be due

to a shared view among judges about what theory is, and about how a

paper contributes tc theory. We will keep these possibilities in mind

as we examine the papers showing the most and least agreement on

ratings of contribution to theory.

Qualitative analysis of papers and judges
with most and least agreement on
contribution to theory

Paper 886 shows the highest agreement among all the ratings of

theory. The problem that this paper treats is the role that educa-

tion, and specifically educational selection, plays in the formation

of the social and political attitudes of those who are educated: The

paper presents three theoretical orientations about ways in which an

educational system may affect social and political attituJes. First,

the paper suggests that education may limit choice through its close

relationship to the social stratification system. This statement is

then related to theories of social stratification. Second, an educa-

tional system may influence attitude formation through the pattern of

authority within schools. This idea is related to theories of politi-

cal organization. Finally, educational systems are used to transmit
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social and political values. Five judges all rate this paper above

average (2) on contribution to theory. The high agreement among judges

may well be due to the fact that the paper is better than average, and

therefore toward one extreme of the spectrum of quality.

There may also be characteristics of the judges, however, which

contribute to their agreement on this paper's contrib-Ation to theory.

All the judges were trained in the liberal arts, all but one of them

are specialists in the sociology of education, and that one is a

speAalist in research methods. Two of them are now sociologists in

liberal arts departments, another two are sociologists in a department

of education, and the fifth is at a foundation. So we see that these

judges are quite homogeneous both in relation to the substance of the

paper and in relation to each other. We have seen earlier that homo-

geneity of the judges did not seem to be related to agreement, so how

can we explain its apparent relationship here? The distinguishing

feature in this case seems to be that all of these judges are not only

in the same specialty, but their specialty is a behavioral science dis-

cipline. We expect to find in this study that research is more insti-

tutionalized in the behavioral sciences than in education. In view of

this expectation, we would also anticipate finding more consensus on

research standards among judges in the behavioral sciences than among

those in education, and this paper bears out our expectation.

The paper illustrating least agreement among the judges in

their evaluation of contribution to theory is 1018. We have already

seen the distribution of the judges, ratings on this paper (Table IV-S).

The three judges rating the paper below average had similar comments

.1
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to make about it. One writes, "The paper does not deal with the problem

in any theoretically important way." Another writes that the paper

"does not deal with a theoretical problem," and the third suggests that

theory is not brought to bear on the problem. For the judge rating this

paper above average (2), the testing of hypotheses may constitute

sufficient contribution to theory to warrant an above average rating,

while the other judges require more than that. The low level of agree-

ment on this paper may be due to differences in what judges accept as

theory.

As we saw earlier, the judges rating this paper are also

quite similar in terms of their specialties, educational backgrounds,

and locations. However, they are similar in sharing the specialty of

currir-ui:xx, n educational specialty rather than a behavioral science

specialf.y. So it seems that homogeneity with regard to a behavioral

science specialty is related to agreement among judges, while homo-

geneity in an educational specialty is not necessarily related to

agreement.

Agreement on Contribution to Practice

The papers with the most and least agreement on contribution to

pi-;.ctice are the same as the ones with most and least overall agreement

(papers 876 and 1018 respectively).

A factor which may be related to agreement among judges rating

contribution to practice is how close they are to educational practi-

tioners. Degree of closeness to practitioners might be measured

several ways but we have data to measure it only by comparing judges

1:07
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who are in a school of education with those who are not, which may be

used as an indicator of closeness to practitioners. We will keep this

attribute in mind as we consic the papers showing most and least

agreement on contribution to practice

Qualitative analysis of papers and
judges with most and least agreement
an contribution to practice

Perhaps paper 876 shows high agreement on contribution to prac-

tice because an average contribution to practice is fairly easy to

agree upon. Pk._ er 1018, on the other hand, may show low agreement on

the rating of contribution to practice because judges do not agree that

it contributes trl practice (Table IV-5). Some may be conflasing their

impression that the topic represents an importt_ _ practical problem

with their assessment of how much it contributes to tne solution of

that practical problem. This might account for the low agreement. As

we have already seen, two out of four judges who agree.most are in

schools of education and two out of five who agree least are in schools

of education. From this we conclude that being in a school of educa-

tion is either not a very good indicator of closeness to practitioners,

or that it does not account for the variation in agreement among judges

on contribution to practice. The only judge characteristic which we

could find associated with rgreement was severity on the part of

several judges, which seems related to the low agreement on paper 1018.

Agreement on Use of Research Methods

Clearly there are different traditions of research methodology,

both in design and analysis, rangi:g over tests and measurement,
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experimental designs, analytic surveys, factor analysis, item analysis,

analysis of variance, multivariate tabular analysis, path analysis,

and others. Rating different methodological traditions with agreement

requires shared technical expertise, which is somewhat more specific

than shared definitions of theory. Yet it is rare that individual

researchers are competent in all types of research methods. For papers

in the rating sample, we tried where possible to assign them to judges

in the same methodological tradition. For the papers rated in common,

however, it was much less possible to assign papers to judges in the

same substantive and methodological specialty. Therefore, the rela-

tively lesser agreement among judges on this dimension may be due to

heterogeneity in methodological traditions. As we do a brief qualita-

tive analysis of these papers, we can consider this possibility.

Qualitative analysis of papers and
judges with most and least agreement
on use of research methods

Paper 124 has the most agreement among judges on use of research

methods. This paper compares disciplinary problem students and a random

sample of other college dormitory residents on thirty factors. There

were fifty-nine disciplinary students and fifty-nine others randomly

selected from the remaining residents of a dorm at a large state uni-

versity. Chi-Square was used to compare the two groups on data for

thirty intellective and non-intellective factors. The judges are in

strong agreement on their rating of methodology, and also in the reasons

they cite for its being regarded as below average (Table IV-6). Clearly

there is something about this paper that catches the attention of the

1 0 9



106

judges in specifying their below average rating of the paper on

methods. The design is hardly an elaborate one, and the method of

analysis, Chi-Square, is learned early by students in educational

fields and in sociology. Since the judges' specialties are educa-

tional psychology, counseling and guidance, educational administration,

and sociology of education, it is reasonable to assume that they are

all familiar with the type of design and analysis used in this paper,

and thus able to agree on whether or not it is an appropriate method

and one that was executed soundly. Had the design or method of analy-

sis been less common, they might have been less likely to agree.

TABLE 1V-6

JUDGES' RATINGS OF PAPER 121, THE ONE WITH
HIGHEST AGREEMENT ON RESEARCH METHODS

Rating of Use of
Research Methods

Comments

Judge 31 4

Judge 22 4

Judge 04 4

Judge 07 4

Judge 01 5

Poor methods of data analysis

Poor design, poor methods of data

analysis

Poor design, poor methods of data

analysis

Poor design

Other (illegible comment)

The judges rating this paper are also quite similar in training

and present location. Three out of five were trained in the liberal

arts and the other two were trained in both the liberal arts and
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education. Four out of five are in schools or departments of education

and the fifth is in an education:id res ch instituLe.

Paper 886 evinces the least amount of agreement among the

judges on use of research methods. It examines the relationship of

educational selection to social and political attitudes. The data were

collected by interviews with 331 14- and 15-year-old English schoolboys

in one public, three grammar, three secondary modern, and three compre-

hensive schools. In addition, it is based on secondary analysis of a

Gallup Youth Survey, a panel study of a random area sample of 1,800

British boys and girls from 16 to 18, done in four waves in 1960-63.

The judges' ratings of the paper's use of research methods are quite

consistent with one major exception (Table IV-7). Since the other four

judges generally agree, it is impossible not to ask what is it about

the one judge which makes his rating so different? He .comments that

there are too few cases and that simplistic logic is used. We agree
1

that in one table there are too few people in some of the categories

(7 out of 24 categories in that table had 20 people or fewer in them),

but there are ten other tables in the paper, all of which have consid-

erably higher N's. We think it is too harsh to rate the paper incompe-

tent on methodology for this reason. This judge seems to be another

example of a severe rater. There is nothing in what we know of his

background to account for this. The major indicator we have of his

1In an effort to better understand the rating process, we indi-
cate where we agree and disagree with the judges' evaluations through-
out the qualitative analyses presented here. Of course, our opinions
never alter the judges' ratings of research quality analyzed later in
this volume. ill



verity are his many, often illegible, and a bit unusual comments

scrawled on all of his rating sheets. For example, along the bottom of

the Rating Form for this paper was written "and class obsessed [or

oppressed]." (Because of this judge's scribbled and harsh comments we

asked some of his students and colleagues what he was like. They

informed us that he is extremely opinionated and critical in his views

of research studies.) The other four judges are very homogeneous, both

in their background and in relation to the paper. They received all of

their degrees in the liberal arts, three out of four are now in liberal

arts departments, and the fourth is with a foundation. Three are

specialists in sociology and one in research methods.

TABLE IV-7

JUDGES' RATINGS OF PAPER 886, THE ONE WITH
LEAST AGREEMENT ON RESEARCH METHODS

Rating of Use of
Research Methods

Judge 26 2 ,

Judge 24 3
Jue..ge 15 3

Judge 02 3
Judge 01 5

Agreement on the Mean Score

The Mean Quality Score was formed by averaging the scores on

each of the three dimensions of quality. Thus, if a paper was rated

average (3) on contribution to theory, average (3) on contribution to

practice, and better than average (2) on use of research methods, it

would have a Mean Quality Score of 2.7.

112
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We can measure agreement on the Mean Quality Score by computing

the average of the deviations from it. This measure differs from the

c-verall average deviation which we considered earlier. The overall

average deviation is the average of the deviations on each of the

three dimensions of research quality, which was presented in Table IV-2.

If we compare the average of the deviations from the Mean Quality Score

and the overall average deviation across the three dimensions, we see

that there is less deviation from the Mean Quality Score (Table IV-L)

for each paper and altogether.

TABLE IV-9

COMPARISON OF DEVIATIONS ON THREE DIMENSIONS
AND ON MEAN SCORE

Average
Deviations
Over All 3
Dimensions

Average of the
Deviations

from
Mean Score

Paper 224 .48 .40

Paper 287 .69 .56

Paper 321 .63 .47

Paper 527 .69 .67

Paper 545 .72 .51

Paper 876 .42 .30

Paper 886 .49 .36

Paper 1018 .85 .77

Paper 1180 .64 .50

Average over
all papers .62 .50
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One reason this silay be the case is that the effect of one

deviant rating, as in Ol's rating of research methods on paper 886, is

weakened somewhat (Table FV-9).

TABLE IV-9

JUDGES' RATINGS OF PAPER 886

Ratings an:

Theory

2

2

2

2

2

Research
Practice Methods

Mean Score

1

2

2

2

4

5

2

3

3

3

2.7

2.0

2.3

2.3
Average

3.0 Deviation
Average from Mean

Mean Score 2.5 Score .36

While one judge rated 886 incompetent (S) on use of research methods,

he rated it higher on practice than anyone else did so his deviation

from the ratings of other judges was somewhat reduced in the Mean

Quality Score. Higher agreement on the Mean Quality Score undoubtudly

also reflects the phenomenon of index formation.
1 There is a higher

probability of consensus on an index of several interrelated items than

on each of the individual items alone.

1See Paul F. Lazarsfeld, "Evidence and Inference in Social
Research," Daedalus, LXXXVII, No. 4 (1958); also Bobbs-Merrill reprint

S-441.
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Summary

The administration of the one page Rating Form in this study

shows considerable consensus among judges rating research papers in

common. The overall average deviation on all three dimensions and

across all groupings of judges was .62, which is less than two-thirds

of a category away from the mean score. The smallest deviation was 0

and the largest deviation exceeded .88 only once. This evidence gives

canfidence in the reliability of the Rating Form. Furthermore, the

Rating Form is easy to administer.

When we examined paper characteristics which might be related

to agreement on the overall rating, we learned that agreement tends to

be somewhat higher on papers at the extremes of quality. Examining

judge characteristics which might be related to ngreement, we could

find only one, severity on the part of individual judges, which seems

to be negatively related to agreement.

Turning to agreement on the individual dimensions of research

quality, we found several interesting relationships. Agreement with

regard to theory seems more likely in papers which have relevant

bodies of theory clearly specified and related to the problem of the

study. Conversely, the paper which presented theory ambiguously and

which contained hypotheses to be tested without relating them to a

larger body of theory, showed the least agreement among judges on

contribution to theory. The paper with the highest agreement was

rated by judges in the same behavicral science specialty. Conversely,

the paper with the least agreement was rated by judges who were not

114
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specialists in the same behavioral science field. It seems that homo-

geneLi.y with regard to a behavioral science specialty is related to

agreement among judges, while homogeneity in an educational specialty

is not necessarily related to agreement.

Regarding consensus on contribution tc practice, no paper

characteristics seem related to agreement, and the only judge charac-

teristic which seems related to agreement is severity. On use of

research methods, consensus may be related to use of methods familiar

to all of the judges. Low agreement is apparently unrelated to paper

characteristics. Severity of particular judges is also negatively

related to agreement on ratings of use of research methods.

Finally, in this chapter we saw how agreement on the Mean

Quality Score was even higher than agreement on individual dimensions.

Since agreement is high on both measures, we will generally examine

quality on cezh of the three dimensions separately.
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CHAPTER V

THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESEARCH QUALITY IN THE POPULATION

AND THE RELATION OF THE DIMENSIONS OF

RESEARCH QUALITY TO EACH OTHER

Distribution of Research Quality in the Population

nit this section we will describe the distribution oc research

quality on each of the three dimensions in the Rating Formcontribution

to theory, contribution to practice, and use of (or contribution to)

research methods.

Distribution of Ratings of
Contribution to Theory

The largest percentage of papers were rated "incompetent" in

terms of theory (Table V-1).

TABLE V-1

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS OF CONTRIBUTION TO THEORY

Rating

Best

(1)

Above A
Average

verage

(2) (3)
Percentage
of cases 4% 26

Number
of cases 16 101

27

105

--__,-,
Below Incompeteot
Averags______

(4)

25

98

(5)

18

70

4; 100%

=-30

lie
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Nearly one in five (18 per cent) of the papers were rated "Incompe-

tent" with regard to their stitantive contribution to any field(s) of

theoretical knowledge in education or a discipline. An additional

25 per cent of the papers were judged "Not up to average standards;

less-than-mediocre" with respect to their contribution to theory. The

amount of research rated very good does not off-set this generally

unfavorable evaluation of contribution to theory. Only 4 per cent of

the papers were considered to "rank with the best empirical research

studies known to me; on a par with the top S or 10 per cent in this

respect."

If a judge rated a paper "Below average" or "Incompetent" on

contribution to theory, or contribution to practice, we asked him to

specify whether it was "because the article does not deal with an

'important' theoretical or practical problem in the field, or because

while it treats an important problem, it adds little to our under-

standing of the problem." (See Figure IV-3.) It would have been more

helpful to ask this question separately for theory and practice to see

if the paper was weak with respect to its contribution to theory or

practice, but the results are still useful for suggesting where a

paper's weakness lies. A much larger percentage of papers are treating

an important problem but adding "little to our understanding of it"

than failing to deal with an important problem (59 per cent compared

to 25 per cent in Table V-2). This finding suggests that the judges

feel many researchers are working on important problems, but for some

reason ara not increasing our understanding of them.

ill
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TABLE V-2

JUDGES' EVALUATIONS OF WHY PAPERS ARE POOR
ON SUBSTANTIVE CONTRIBUTION

Percentage
of cases

Number of
cases

Reasons

Does not Deal
with an
Important
Problem

Important Problem
but Adds Little to
Our Understanding

of It

59%

105

25

44

If we look at the supplementary comments of the judges about

substait contribution, we find that 60 per cent of the comments con-

cern theory (Table V-3).

TABLE V-3

SUMARY OF JUDGES' COMMENTS ABOUT 1.HEORY

Substance of Comment
Frequency of

Citation

Paper doesn't tie into theory, or treat a theoretical
pwobim

Paper adds little to theory, but has practical
importance; paper is concerned primarily with a
practical p-oblem

Paper doesn't produce knpwledge of theoretical
significance

12

7

There is an absence of real theoretical knowledge in
this area of research (teacher training) 1

N rt 21
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The above comments suggest that papers in this sample often fail to

connect with theoretical problems. It seens from the ;aoove evidence

(Table V-2) that many of the papers have the potential for making a

contribution to important theoretical problems, but they fail to accom-

plish this. Throughout this study we will try to understand what

facilitates or impedes the production of good research, including that

which contributes to thory.

Wardt had 125 judges evaluate a sample of 125 re...,earch articles

from 41 jot.rnals in 1962 on twenty-five characteristics.
1 Two of these

characteristics are relevant to the problem of a research palir's con-

tribution to theory. Both reveal significant differences in the ratings

assigned articles in education journals and in "related professional

journals" (mainly psychology, sociology, and speech) (Table V-4). Both

also offer evidence to support one of the hypotheses of this study,

namely that better research on education is done in the behavioral

sciences than in education.

TABLE V-4

WANDT'Sa RATINGS RELATED TO THEORY

Characteristic

Problem is significant

Relationship of the problem to
previous research is made clear

All
Articles

kean Ratings
is the best ratin )
81 Articles 44 Articles
in Education in Proftl
Journals Journals

3.59 3.31 4.09

3.13 2.60 4.02

aWandt, et al., Evaluation of Educational 17_-:. p. 5.

1Wandt, et al. Evaluation of Educational Research.
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Distribution of Ratings of
Contribution to Practice

In a practice-oriented field like education, we might assume

that even if research is not closely tied to theory it will contribute

to educational practice. But this is not the case. Although the

distribution of papers according to their contribution to practice is

not as bottom heavy as their distribution by contribution to theory,

the overall picture is not much brighter than it is for theor314

11 per cent are rated "Incompetent" (Table V-5).
1

TABLE V -5

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS OF CONTRIBUTION TO PRACTICE

Rating

Above Below
Best Average Incompetent

Avera e Avera e

(1) (2) (3) (4) (S)

Percentage
of cases, 6% 25 34 24 11 = 100%

I

Number
of cases 22 96 133 95 44 = 390

Every paper does not have to deal with practice or contribute

to it. But we are assuming that a good research paper will contribute

to either theory or practice. As we will see later in this chapter

11)ne of the judges raised the interesting question of whether

this group of judges was the most competent for assessing contribution

to practice. Practitioners might be better in his opinion. Anyone

do4.ng this type of evaluation in the future might consider this possi-

bilivr. Perhaps the larger percentage of average ratings reflects the

judges' uncertainty about judging contribut.on to practice. Nonce of

them reported feeling unable to make such a judgment, however.

/20
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(Table V-13), the two dimensions are very strongly related. There are

no papers which are rated "Best" on one dimension and "Incompetent" on

the other, and very few which are rated "Better than Average" on one

and "below Average" on the other.

Distribution of Ratings of
Use of Research Methods

The estribution of papers according to their use of research

methods lies between the distribution by theory and by practice (Table

V-6). Fourteen per cent were rated "Incompetent" and 5 per cent were

rated "Best." For the 39 per cent of papers that were rated "Incompe-

tent" or "Below Average" on use of research methods, we asked the

judges to indicate what made the paper wfrak--poor study design, poor

method(s) of data collection, poor method(s) of data analysis, or other

(open ended). They could check all that applied.

TABLE V-6

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS OF USE OF RESEARCH METHODS

Percentage
of papers

Number
of papers

Rating on Use of Research Methods

Best

(1)

5.1%

20

Above Below
Average

Average Avera e
(2)

94

(3)

31.1

121

(4)

25.2

98

Incompeten:

(5)

14.4 = 100%

= 389
a

aOne judge was unable to rate one paper on its use of research
methods, so wherever this variable appears it will have one less case

than the other two dimcnsions of research quality.

121
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The most frequently cited reasons were poor method(s) of data analysis

(25 per cent of the pap,-,srs) and poor study design (24 per cent). Other

reasons and poor method(s) of data collection followed (Table V-7)

TABLE V-7

JUDGES' REASONS FOR RATING A PAPER
POOR ON RESEARCH METHODS

Reason
% Judges

Indicating It

Poor data analysis 25%

Poor study design 24

Other (such as "poor reporting," "confused," "poor
interpretation," "analysis did not go far enough") 19

Poor data collection 15

= 389 ratfmgs. One paper may have more than one
reason indicavzd.)

The judges made thirty qualitative comments about what was

wrong with the methods of data analysis, the most frequently indicated

area of weakness (Table V-8).

The judges made twenty-eight comments about shortetomings in

design and methods of data collection. Since these two areas overlap

we will consider them together (Table V-9).

These comments of the judges about shortcomings in data analy-

sis and 2esearch design suggest that certai:-. fairly specific knowledge

about research methods is noe being applied by the authors of some

research papers. For example, factors are not always contrc.ed, whfch

might account for variations in the dependent variable. Sometimes
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researchers examine an unrepresentative sample or one that is too small.

Wha:ever the explanation for these shortcomings, they lower the quality

of .research being done on education.

TABLE V-8

SUMMARY OF JUDGES' COMMENTS ON SHORT-
COMINGS IN DATA ANALYSIS

Area of Shortcoming
Frequency of
Citation

Poor v,r inappropriate techniques (e.g., "an obvious
example of t-testing repeatedly at great risk of error
instead of performing a comprehensive analysis of
variance") 11

Poor or inappropriate interpretation (e.g., "tables do

not support some of the conclusions") 11

Incomplete analysis (e.g., "the analysis did not go far

enough") 8

30

TABLE V-9

SUMMARY OF JUDGES' COMMENTS ON SHORTCOMINGS
IN RESEARCH DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION

Area of Shortcoming

Inappropriate or defective design (e.g., "too many
factors uncontrolled")

Inappropriate or too small sample (e.g., "sample was
one of convenience and nothing else")

Inappro-Aate or inadequate instruments (e.g.,
"instrv-Bnt developed for the study was very weak--
carelessly developed")

Other

Frequency of
Citation

14

10

2

2

28

123
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We turn now to the other types of weaknesses the judges men-

tioned (rable V-10). The single biggest reason for a research paper

being rated below average with respect to its use of research mr hods

was "poor or sketchy reporting." This weakness was cited thirty-two

times by the judges. They repeatedly mention that they cannot tell

what the methods were, how the conclusions are related to the findings,

or how the findings were generated from the methods. Some researchers

may not have learned to specify their procedures in enough detail so

they could be replicated. This sketchiness could be due to journal

policies, if they do not require procedures to be described fully or

if they cut papers so much that they exclude important procedural

details. Poor reporting may result from the absence of training in

good writing. Graduate schools do little to teach researchers llow to

write clearly. If a budding researcher does not have the good luck to

have an advisor who can write and teach him how to write, he may never

have the chance to learn.

TABLE V-10

SUMMARY OF OTHER COMMENTS BY JUDGES
ABOUT RESEARCP METHODS

Nature of Comment
Frequency of
Citation

Poor or sketchy reporting 32

General comments on other weakness in a research
paper 18

41ecific methodological suggestions 8

Emotional comments (e.g., "Awful stuff! Just
nothing--and published") 5

Comments about general methodology 3 124



122

All of these comments by judges which we have reported are

quite similar to those reported by Wandt1 (Table V-1I). He also found

that the experts most frequently cited shortcomings in data analysis.

Wandt's conclusions about quality in 1962 seem just as applicable today,

namely that a large percentage of educational research articles contain

serious flaws.
2 These findings reinforce our desire to understand what

processes affect the quality of educational research.

TABLE V-11

WANDT'S
a FINDINGS OF SHORTCOMINGS MOST FREQUENTLY

CITED BY EXPERTS IN EVALUATING 125 EFICATIONAL
RESEARCH ARTICLES PUBLISHED IN 1962

Area of Shortcoming
1 Frequency of

Citation

Results of analysis not clearly presented 33

Incorrect methods used to analyze data 32

Inappropriate or defective design
31

Validity and reliability of the evidence not established 29

29
Conclusions not substantiated by the evidence

4Ibid.,

aWandt,-et al. Evaluation of Educational Research, p. 6.

Distributions of Ratings on
the Three Dimensions Compared

Having examined the distribution of ratings on each of the

individual dimensions of research quality, we turn now to a comparison

1Wandt, et al., Evaluation of Educational Research_ p. 6.

P. 7.
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of the three distributions (Table V-12. For clarity in Table V-12, we

have condensed the five-point rating scale into three categories.

TABLE V-12

A COMPARISON OF THE RATINGS ON THE
THREE QUALITY DIMENSIONS

Rating

Above
Average

Average

Contribution to theory 117 105

Contribution to practice 118 133

Use of research methods 114 121

Below
Aveta e

168 = 390

139 = 390

154 = 389

There is very little difference in the distribution of quality along

each of the three dimensions (Table V-12). A slightly larger number of

papers are rated "Below average" with respect to theory than to either

of the other dimensions. There is almost no difference in the number

of papers rated "Above average."

This similarity in the three dimensions of quality raises the

interesting question of how the three dimensions are related to each

other on individral papers. Is there some kind of halo effect operating,

or are certain papers good on one dimension and poor on another? In

order to answex this question, we will examine the relation between

these dimen- ,s separately, and then the relationship among all three

F4_mu1taneous1y. Again for clarity we will condem-e the five-point

.1.7atIng scafr-3 into three categories.

126
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RelatioildPracti-"RatiEglshiofl

Qu4ntitative Relattipl

The distributions of ratings on each dimension tell Us nothing

about whether the same papers are rated similarly on theory and prac-

tice. There is a high correlation between the theory and p actice

ratings (Table V-13). Their Tau Beta is .65 which indicates a strong

positive relationship. It is significant at the Chi-Souare level of

.001.

TABLE V-13

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THEORY AND PRACTICE RATING

Rating on
Contribution to Practice

Rating ef
Contribution to Th ory

Above
Average_

A verage
Below

Average

Above average 84 26 8 118

Average 28 61 44 133

Below average 18 110 139

117 105 168 = 390

Qualitative Analysis of Paiers Rat d
"Above Average" Theoretically and
"Below Average" with Respect to Practice

Five papers were rated "Above average" with respect to theory

and 'Below average" in reference to practice These papers warrant

qualitative analysis to enhance OUT understanding of both the rating

process and the nature of good research.
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Oaper characteristics

The judges feel that t o of these papers do not deal with an

mportant problem for educational practice Two others are only

inferentially related to educational pract ce, and one seems very

re ote from educational practice.

Paper 466 deals with an aspect of learning. The study indepen-

dently varies the absolute number of associations to be learned and the

number of possible pairs of dimensions from which the subject must

select the one pair which is relevant to the solution. Theoretically

the paper ties in with previous research in the area, and tests an

imaiiswered question in that work. We agree with the judge that it is

"Above average" on theory. Specifying his low rating of contribution

to practice, the judge indicates, "The paper does not deal with an

important problem [for practice]." We agree. Given all the pre sing

problems facing education, this does not seem to be one of the most

important ones.

Paper 615 is a similar example of a study which is r lated to

previous research and theoretical ideas and tries to extend them, but

is seemingly unconcerned with the practical significance of the problem

being treated. It investigates the influences of negative instances

on concept attainment, particularly characteristics of the negative

instances themselves. We agree with the judge who specifies his 'Below

average" rating of contribution to education practice by checking,

"Does not deal with an important p oblem."
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Paper 585 also seems quite remote from educational practice.

It is concerned with two ways of studying students' judgments about

educational objectives -one a multivariate study of students' prefer-

ence ratings for a set of menty-four instructional objectives and the

other a multivariate study of students' classificational judgments

about the content simIlarIty for the same twenty-four objectives. The

judge sees this paper as contributing theoretically to statistics. We

agree with the rater that the study contributes little to educational

practice. The study, by its own admission, is conc rned primarily

with methodological issues. The judge writes, "The study seems to have

been carried out by someone who has learned a lot of statistics but

doesn't understand a thing about education and educational objectives.

The material in Table 1 [of the paper] reveals an incredible naivete!"

We agree. The paper seems unconnected to educational reality.

Papers 932 and 941 are even mo. ?. removed from educational

practice. Paper 932 treats the relation of anxiety to masculinity-

femininity in pre-adolescents. It is primarily a study of personality

variables. Yt is part of a larger study which relates personality to

school performance, but this paper does not consider school perfor-

mance. For this reason, the paper is on the borderline for inclusion

in our sample of papers reporting research on education. Since in

definivg the sample we wanted to include basic research which might

affect education, as well as practically oriented research, we decided

to include this paper. Specifying the "Below average

tribution to educationa practice, the judge writes,

ing of

relation
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educational vactice is purely inferential, not a direct concern of the

study." The author relates his problem to other empirical siudies of

the relevant variables and seeks to answer unresolved question in the

theory of child development. The hypothesis of the study is phrased

only on the operational level, however, and not on the theoretical

level ("Boys with lower masculinity scores will produce higher self-

report anx ety scores")

The last paper which was rated "Above avevage" with regard to

theory and Below average" in reference to practice is 941. It is one

of a series of studies on the non-intellective factors associated with

academic achievement among college students. It analyzes conformity

to group estimates of physical stimuli as a function of aptitud ,

performance, and sex under both achievement and affiliation incentive

conditions. We agree with the judge's "Above average" rating of

contribution to theory because the paper tries to solve some of the

unanswered problems arising in earlier work on the relation between

social dependence, conformity, and academic achievement. Also, the

results are analyzed in terms of the theoretical concepts and relation-

ships specified early in the paper. However, no attempt is made to

draw out the implications of this study for educational practice.

Therefore we also agree with the rating or the pape

average" in its contribution to practice.

Characteristics of judges
rating these papers

All of the above papers were rated by judges in the same

"Below

judges are in scho ls of educa
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three are in research institutes. The ones from schools of education

rated papers which appeared in education journals or were presented at

the 1968 AERA meetingdwhile the ones in research institutes rated

papers which appeared in behavioral science journals. Nothing about

the background of the judg-s suggests why these papers were rated

dissonantly with respect to theory and practice.

In short, we have seen that papers rated "Above average"

theoretically and "Below average" with regard to practice are generally

not directed toward practical purposes. They are not papers which

tried to treat a practical problem and failed. Rather, they have a

more theoretical or methoeological orientation, which they successfully

fulfilled. They have been rated "Above average" in contribution to

theory, so they are not lacking in substantive worth. In our view,

however, even these papers which are rated "Above average" in contri-

bution to theory are not especially theoretical. They do not respecifY

concepts or create new conceptual frameworks. Also their hypotheses

are usually on the operational

level, as we saw in paper 932=

statement that in a given year

level rather than on the theoretical

This is very consistent with Bloom's

only three of the published research

studies a e crucial and significant for all that follows.'

1Benjamin S. Bloom,
in Educational Research and

Sixth Annual Convocation on

"Twenty-five Years of Educationa Research,

Co_rialPhieroms, report of the

Educational Research, Oct. 1B-19 1965*.
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Quali -vtive Analysis of Papers Rated

"Below Average" in Terms of Theory and

"Above Average with Re5pect to Practice

Paper characteristics

Eight papers wer4 rated "Below average" theoretically and

"Above average" for practice, and we will examine a random sample of

four of them. All of these four examples lack a theoretical source for

their hypotheses or problems, and they lack a theoretical framework for

the interpretation and explanation of their findings.

The thesis of paper 392 is that a designation such as

"culturall dep ived" is not only derogatory but inaccurate. Children

labeled in this way are in fact diverse. We agree with the judge that

this problem is extremely important for educational practice. But the

paper makes no effort to account for or even specul te about, reasons

for the diversity in the sample of "culturally deprived" children

studied. Is the diversity due to personality variables, family back-

ground or what? The authors make the very imp rtant observation that

test-related behavi T demonstrates even more diversity amo g children,

but they do not me tion how test-related behavior might be used to

indicate underlying abilities. This study has the letential for

questi ning theories of tes ing and measurement but this issue is

never raised. The study calls fbr refinement of the gross concept

"cultural deprivation" which is very much needed in educational prac-

tice, but does not specify how ihe concept can be refined. The judge

writes the paper "adds little to theoretical knowledge but is of

practical importance " In our opinion, this is a study that would

benefit from a thenr
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Paper 454 is an analysis of how much biodata adds to the pre-

diction of performance among undergraduates in an education course.

Its goal is a practical one, that of discovering student characteris-

tics which lead to success under specified methods of instruction. The

judge elaborates the "Below average" rating of theory by checking the

statement, "Although the topic represents an important problem, the

paper adds little to our understanding of it." We agree with this

judgment. The paper says nothing about why certain measurable charac-

teristics might be related to the dependent variable (performance).

The paper is concerned with prediction rather than with explanation.

Paper 534 is an examination of the effects of the instructional

situation on learning by programmed instruction. Since variations in

the instructional situations of programmed instruction are prevalent,

we agree with the judge that the study has practical importance. We

also agree that the study's contribution to theory is "Below average."

There is no theoretical sourca at all for the hypotheses being tested

in the paper. The study shows that students learned more from pro-

grammed instruction as an adjunct to other kinds of instruction than

groups without programmed InstructIon did, but it gives no suggestion

about why they did. Specifying the "Below average" rating on contribu-

tion to theory, the judge notes, "Although the topic represents an

important probl m, the paper adds little to our understanding of it.

Paper 1 03 is perhaps the extreme example of the deviant cases

we have been analyzing here. It presents the development of a Career-.

Orientation Scale for women, which differentiates between career-

oriented and non-career-oriented women. The scale consists of a numb
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of interest items. The study provokes many int res ing gu sti

which are never considered. FOr example, we wonder if certain inter-

eats lead to career orientation or if career-orientation fosters

tain interests? Also, what are the interests which are related to

career or ntation? Why does the author think they are r lated? All

of these unanswered questions do not mean the study is without wo th.

It does make an important practical contribution. The judge writes,

"This study is as totally practical and applied as any study could be.

It contributes nothing to theoretical knowledge." He did not rate the

paperls contribution to theory. We coded his comment as representing

a "Below Average" rating, since many other papers with a similar

orientation were rated "Below Average" on contribution to theory by

other judges.

Characteristics of the judges
rating these papers

All of the judges rating these papers were in the same or

related specialties as the papers. Two of the judges were in research

institutes, and they rated the papers appearing in behavioral science

Journals, and two were in schools of education and they rated papers

given at tile AERA meeting. These status similarities give us some

reason to believe that characteristics of the papers rather than of the

judges are accounting for the d=fferential ratings within papers

The role of theory in

from

earth

The importance of the goc4 r search emerg s more clearly

hese qualitative analyses. At b. a paper which contributes
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importantly to theory would provide a new conceptual framework for

viewing a problem and possibly a model of the interrelationships of

variables. At the least it would help anticipate relationships

between variables and explain results. Without theory, findings may

be documented, but they will probably not be understood, and results

will only be transferrable when situations are re-created that are

identical to the ones in which the original findings were obtained.

Th ory should increase the generalizability of results.

The Relationship of ory
and Methods Ratings

We will now examine the relationship between theory and research

methods ratings.

Quantitative relationship

These two dimensions are related in a way similar to the way

theory and practice are related (Table if-14).

TABLE V-11

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THEORY AND METHODS RATINGS

Rating of
Use of Research 4ethods

Above av -age

Average

Below average

Above Below

Avera e Avera

9
114

39

120



The ratings of contribution to t ory and use of research methods are

strongly positively r lated although sligh ly less so than the ratings

cf theory and practice. (Their Tau Beta is .60 which is significant at

the Chi-Square level of .001.)

Qualitative Analysis of Poor
Theoretical but Good Methods Papers

Paper characteristics

We will c nsider a random sample of five of the nine tases in

Table V-14 which were rated "Below average" with respect to theory and

"Above average" in their use of research meth ds. We agree with the

judges' ratings in all but one case.

Paper 276 studies the effect of reading instruction on the

behavior and attitudes toward authority among adolescent delinquent

boys. From the population of 2,300 juvenile delinquents handled by a

youth agency, 200 boys were found who met certain criteria that were

consistent with the objectives of the agency and of the study. Of the

200, volunteers were sought and further criteria were applied, result-

ing in 45 subjects who were randomly assigned to one of three groups:

a reading group, a swimming g oup, and a control group. The similarity

of individe.als in each of the groups was measured by 'analysis of

variance on chronological age, readtng grade, intelligence quotient,

and supervisory period with the youth agency. This analysis showed

there were no significant differences between

characteristics.

hree grOuPs on these

People in each of the three groups were given a

battery of tests before and after exposure-to the :program We agree
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with the judge's rating of use of research methods as "Above Avera e.

The judge specifies his "Below Average" rating of theory by checking,

"The paper represents an important problem, but adds little to our

understanding of it. There is some speculation in the paper about the

reasons for certain relationships occurring, bu-.: it is based on onl

a common-sense approach, with no reference at all to theory. For

example, the author quotes someone as stating, "Learning difficulties,

especially in reading, are among the overwhelming factors contributing

to the decompensation of children who have other disturbing problems,

but e can't tell if this statement represents an opinion, a theory,

or an empirical finding.

Paper 520 is an evaluation of special training in purposive

listening. The question raised is: Would already measured differences

in purposive listening last over a year? The study uses the experi-

mental design, with one control group given a treatment other than the

experimental one, and the third control group given no treatment. The

authors present an analysis of variance on the mean scores of the

STEP:Liection to compare the relative position of the three-

groups. We agree with the judge's evaluation of the paper as "Above

Average its use of research methods Specifying the 'Below

Average' rating of contribution to theorY, the judge says, 'Extremely

limited discussion, no concern for implication a e ThereAs

o mention of why these gains might have been made or retained. It i

hard to resist saying, "So?" when one finishes reading the paper.

The purpose of paper 586 is to identify instructional program

characteristics related to learning effects. The judge writes, "No
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attempt to provide theoretical framework. May be highly valued by

those in limited audience for which it was written. Cryptic style not

helpful." We agree. The paper makes no mention of why certain charac-

teristics might be related to learning, or of what the relev nt learn-

ing theories are. MethL-llogically the paper is rated as outstanding

by the judge, and we agree. The paper reports an exploration of

applying multiple regression analysis and factor analysis to the

problem being studied. There is a thorough discu sion of methodologi-

cal problems.

Paper 545 was one of the ones rated in common by five judges.

Fc-_ir out of five rated it "Below Average" with respect to theory and

three out of five rated it "Above Average" wIth reference to research

methods. The paper describes using reinforcement procedures involving

money in conjunction with a token-reinforcement system to maintain

appropriate behaviors for learning a complex skill. It does not

explain why what was found may have occurred. Some discussion of t e

relative effects of various rewards on different types of children

would have been helpful.

TWo judges indicate that the paper does n

important problem and two think its topic represents an important

probletm but that the paperadds little to our understanding of i

There is no consistency in the background r situations of the judges

which might account for their differences of opinion about why the

paper was "Below Average' with respect to theory. If we look at theiv

setting, the ones in schools-of education are split on whether or not
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it represents an important topic. The same holds for their educational

background. One trained in the liberal arts for all three degrees

thought the paper represented an important problem, and one similarly

trained thought it did not deal with an important problem. All but one

judge are in specialties related to the topic of the paper (learning,

educational psychology) and that one is a specialist in research

methods. Perhaps there is something controversial about the topic of

the paper which makes it difficult for judges to agree on why they

rate it "Below Average" on contribution to theory.

Paper 1267 is an evaluation of a program to improve the atti-

tudes and personalities of high sch ol age mentally retarded students.

A random sample of subjects in the target population was drawn. The

subjects were classified into a 4 x 2 x 3 factorial design for

analysis of variance. The judge indicates that "although the topic

represents an imoortant problem, the paper adds little to our under-

standing of it." The paper does little to explain why subjects further

along in the program made better scores on measures of attitudes and

personality. It tells us nothing about the nature of the program which

ma haVe led to the increases in attitude and personality measures

Perhaps the same factors which were related to higher scores on the

dependent variables were related to the student's level of training.

This does not seem adequat ly controlled in the methodology of the

study. We would probably rate 't 'Averag ' rather than "Above Average"

on methods.

this group of papers with dissonant ratings, we see many of

the same explanations for the "Below Average" rating of theory as we
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treat an important practical problem, and yet add little to our under-

standing of the prdblem, because it is unrelated to theory.

Characteristics of judges
rating these paper

All of the judges ratIng these papers are specialists in the

same sub-fields as the papers. All are located in schools of educa-

tion. Some of the judges were educated in liberal arts schools, some

in schools of education, some in both. All are male and their ages

range from 44-69. None of these factors seem to be related to the

dissimilar ratings on the two dimensions.

Qualitative Analysis of Good
M-70-iiiTETTY1:.1tficir-)rreariods Papers

Paper characteristics

Papers where contributi n to theory was rated "Above average"

and use of research methods was rated Below average" are different

from those rated in the opposite way. Two out of three (a random

sample of the six cases) examined have specific methodological flaws,

and the third is on the borderline of our definition of empirical

research.

Paper 1159 compares two basic positions in language teaching--

the audio-lingual habit theory and the cognitive code-learning theory.

We agree with the judge's favorable evaluation of contribution to theory,

since the paper tries to compare the relative effectiveness of two

theories of language learning. TWo experimental groups of three classes
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each were formed on a rendom basis. Both r c ived pre-tests and post-

tests. Regarding the "Below average" rating of methods, the judge

writes, "the study was weakened by making changes in the two treatments

that made them non-typical of the methods being studied. Spe ifically

de-emphasis of the language lab in the audio-lingual and extra emphass

of audio w rk in the cognitive class " We agree with the judge that

changes in the two t eatments raise serious methodological problems,

and warrant the assigned rating.

Paper 484 is an evaluation of the effect of a preschool inter-

vention program. A sample was drawn from available four-year-old

disadvantaged children in a school district. MatChed experimental and

control groups were established on the basis of a numb r of charac-

teristics the authors considered important. But when we look at their

data, the experimeutal and control gfoups are not comparable even on

the variables on which they were supposed te be matched. Assigning

children to control and experimental groups on a random basis would

probably have been abetter design. Tle judge comments on the

methodology, "Poor instruments [were] used. The methods of data analy-

Sis totally inadequate. I would not let even a Master s student

get away with such a shoddy job. It's a real pity since the substan-

tive aspects--both theoretical and aPPlied are s terribly imPoTtant."

This paper clearly is focused on a crucial question for education. Its

roblems are ones of execution rather than of tokic sel ction. ,Con-

eultation with a good research methodologist might have prevented

very important paper from being of little help to those cone rned with

the save practical-problem.
. .
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The purpose of paper 386 is to examine (a) some features of the

situation of the new university executives (president, vice president,

executive deans), (b) their attempts to establish a legitimate basis

f r authority, and (c) some consequences of these attempts for the

conflict that now racks many large campuses. We agree with the judge

that the paper is "Above average" in its contribution to theory. The

conclusions in the paper are based en (1) a study of the literature on

university administration (2) direct observation of seveJ:al university

"administrative councils," and (3) preliminary interviews with a nuMber

of large-university administrators. Clearly this is a qualitative

study. The judge writ "This paper was hard to rate on this cri-

terion [methodology]. It is not of the same type as the others in my

packet. It is an essay, pr senting some very cogent ideas, taking off

imaginatively from a review of the literature. I have rated it as

'research,' though it is not. We have no data, but it certainly is not

incompetent.' Hence my unsure rating." The paper is on the bard r-

line of being empirical research in our definition of the term. I

there had not been a systematic effort to collect material for quali-

tative analysis we would not have included it in the population.

Characteristics of the judges
rating these papers

In an earlier study e found that people trained in the

social sciences and working in a bureau of social research were harsher

in their rating of research methods than people in schools of education.

Persell] Measuring Educational Research Qua ity.
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Two out of three of these papers which were rated "Below average" in

their use of research methods were judged so by people located in

schools of education, so the rating does not seem to be a function of

the judge's location. The other judge is in a regional laboratory.

All of the judges are in the same or related specialties as the papers.

T o of the judges r ceilied all three degrees from liberal arts schools,

and the third received a B.A. in the liberal arts and a Ph.D. from a

A 4,4F Ali mal-a and their ages range from the late

30's to 69. None of these factors seem related to the ratings.

Relationshi f Practice and Methods RatirmL

Quantitative Relationshi

Like the other dimensions of research quality, ratings of con-

tribution to practice and use of research methods are strongly related

(Table V-15), although somewhat less so than ratings on the other

dimensions. (Their Tau Beta is .53, which is significant at the Chi-

Square level of .10.) Table V-15 also contains the largest number of

dissonant ratings.

TABLE V-15

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PRACTICE AND METHODS RATING

Rating of
Contribution.to Practice

Above Below
Av e A e a

Above average

Average

We low average

3

30,

-40-

133117

14 -114

20 =121
inc = 154

139 = 389
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Qualitative Anal sis of Good
Practical but Poor Methods Papers

Paper characteristics

These papers are typically studying an important problem but

have a serious flaw in the research methods employed- Not surprisingly,

six out of nine of the papers were rated "Above Average" with respect

to theory as well as to practice, so their major difficulty

methodological.

Paper 1191 tried to determine the amount of eoun eling received

from campus urces by subjects in three control groups of a group

counseling experient during a two-term experimental period. We agree

with the judge that this is an important practical problem. In the

study there were five groups--two experimental and three control. The

grade-point-average in the two experimental groups was found to b

significantly higher than that in one of the control groups. The

judge writes, "confornding of attrition and change." We agree. Half

(93 of 187) of the subjects in all five gcups left before the eid of

the second term. It

higher CPA.

Paper 190 has two purposes: to review the performan

surprising that those remaining had a

reign

see what -"profile of expectancy'

of

tudents as a check en the standards used for admitting them,

could be established for

foreign students This study is useful for a specific prectical

situation, and we agree with the judge who r tes it "Above Average"

th respect to educational practice There are virtually no researdh

methods used in the study, however. It is an inventory of the numbers
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of students from different countries in different categories. The

figures are not even presented and compared as percentages. No statis-

tical tests are employed, even for descriptive purposes. The judge

checks "poor methods of data collection" and writes, "suspect contami-

nated or [unequal]
1 grading standards."

Papers 386 and 484 have already been described above.

that they make an important practical con-ribution.

Characteristics of the
judges rating these papers

All of these judges are in the same Or related specialties as

the papers. Three out of four of the judges are in schools of educa-

tion, one is in a liberal arts department. Three received doctoral

degrees in the liberal arts, and the fourth received his doctorate in

education. All are male and their ages range from the 30's to 69.

None of these characteristics seem to he related to the judges' ratings

of these papers.

Qualitative Analysis of Good

Paper chalracteristics

A.cz we would expect papers with dissonant ratings in this

di ection are quite different from the ones we have just been consider-

ing. Four out of seven of the papers (a random sample of the fourteen

ases) we analyzed seem to have been rated Below average with respect

to practice because theY did not specify or draw out the implications

1 -

This ord as i legi.ble.
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of their findings for educational practice. One study would have ...on-

tributed to practice if its findings had been positive. Another study

seems unrelated to educational practice. It is primarily a methodo-

logical study which only incidentally treats an educational topic.

Finally, in the case of one paper we do nr t agree with the "Below

average" rating the judge gave its contribution to practice.

Paper 351 analyzes the effects of learning contexts on stu-

dents' political behavior. Student subgroups were formed from factor

analysis of 999 students answers to questions about thar political

behavior. Analysis of variance is used to assess the effect of learn-

ing contexts. The effect holds when other Characteristics, such as

level in school, the amount of time spent in the school situation, the

level of father's education, and the individual's own political orien-

tations are held constant. We agree with the judge's evaluation of

the methodology as "Above average." This seems to be primarily a

methodological study. The author concludes, "This attempt to demon-

ate the existence of contextual effects was designed to call atten-

tion (once again) to the need for developing empirical techniques to

describe the interplay between persons and collectivities. The impli-

cations for educational practice are not drawn out, however. The judge

is wrong with the article itself, but the problem is

stated and treated so as to have only tangential bearing on 'practice.'

The implications for practice, if any, are not drawn out." We think

says, "Noth*ng

that in view of recent student unrest, the practical significance of

this Paper maY increase.
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Paper 98 analyses teachers success in managing emotionally

disturbed children in regular classrooms. The sampling frame was

forty-nine first and second grade classrooms. Each was videotaped for

a full day. Each child in the sample was coded for work involvement

and deviancy every twelve seconds in a specific academie sub-setting.

Also the tegchers' behavior and style were coded. Here again the

practical implications are not specified. The paper contains a general

plea to have the techniques of group management and programming given

more emphasis in curriculum for prospective teachers, but nothing in

the paper would enable a teacher to alter their behavior on the basis

of reading it. The judge specifies the "Below average" rating of

contribution to substance by checking, "The topic represents an impor

tent problem but it adds little to our understanding of it " and by

writing, "faulty interpretation of data."

Papers 520 and 586 have already been described in an earlier

section. Paper 520 says nothing about what the special training in

purposive listening was, so an educator could not try to apply the

techniques. The judge's comment on theory also applies to practice,

"extremely limited discussion no concern for implication."

Paper 586 is similar. It says nothing about the circumstances

under which the findings in the paper might make a contribution to

ducational practice. No reference is made to where or how the learn-

ing programs could be used-

Paper 1256 might have made a contribution to educational prac-

tice if Its results had been positive rather than negative in our view.
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Its purpose was to explore the relationship of high need tfood, shelter)

and low need (love and belonging) contents on arithmetic problem solv-

ing. The experimental method was used, with three groups. The findin s

wore analyzed with analysis of variance and factor analysis. The

authors found "no statistically significant relatiomhip between need

content in arithmetic preblem solving and degree of disadvantage." If

they had found positive relationships between need contents and

achievement for children of different backgrounds, this might have made

an important practical contribution to education. Since the results

were negative, the practical contribution is negligible.
1 The judge

says, "[the paper] deals with an important problem but the investigator

studied it unimaginatively."

Paper 585, as we have already noted, is primarily, a metho

logical study.

Paper 276 has already been described. It treats the eff et of

reading instruction on juvenile delinquents. The judge rated it lower

on contribution to practice than we would have.

Characteristics of judges
rating these paper

judges.

education. All are in the same or related substantive specialties es

the papers. Four had degrees in both liberal arts and education and

One judge rated two of these papers so there are six different

Two
schools ofof them are in research institutes, four are in

Negative findings are frequently underutilized in social

research. They might be used Mere than they are by practitioners to

avoid employing an approach that had been tried and found wanting.
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two received all three degrees in the liberal arts. All are male,

with th "r ages ranging from 34 to 69. There seems to be no apparent

relationship between these characteristics of the judges and their

dissonant ratings.

General characteristics of the
Papers with Dissimila

Fourteen out of thirty-four of the papers with dissimilar

ratings are AERA papers, although AERA papers represent only one

quarter of all papers rated. However, of the fifteen papers rated

"Below average" on research methods and "Above average" on theory or

practice, only three tere AERA pape s So, although AERA papers are

disproportionately represented in this group of disparate ratings as

a whola, they are less likely to be deficient in their use of research

methods. They are more likely to be rated "Below average" with respect

to theory or practice.

General Characteristics of Judge
Giving Dissonant Ratings

We have not seen any app rent ationships'b tween characteris-

tics of judges (e.g. , location, ld of degrees, spe ialty age) and

particular types of dissonant ratings. However, certain-judges seem .to

be generally more likely to give a disparate rating, although they may

not have a tendency to rate one dimension higher.or ower than another.

TWenty-one of forty judges gave one or more dissimilar ratings and of

thes thirteen Rnve:stwo or more ( ight gave two_ two gave three,-.an

three gave-four). Of these -thirteen a l-but fou received all their
. .
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degrees in the behaViotal Sciences, and thoSe itur received one or two

1

of their three degrees in the behavioral sciences. All but two of the

thirteen are now in a school ok edudation or an educational research

institute. Thus, most wert trained in the behaidoral sciences, but

work in schools of edUcation. It mdy be that a dettain creative

tension exists between the educatiorial backgrouhd of these judges and

their current setting which inereases the chance that tiiey will rate

each dimensien of a researth piper independently ok ihe other dimen-

sions. This does net mean that the variation in the tkree aspects of

quality does not exist in ihe papers themselvei of the ones we

analyzed, we almosi always agreed with the judges4 ratings). Rather

it may mean that these people Are partitulari)i setriiive to variations

in quality on diffetent dimensiOn8. Thby may be less likely to rate

all three dimensions in a similar fashion.

The Relationsh M of Al Three DiMeti ionA

he. Rat n

Having seen the relationship betweeA each ei the dimensions of

the Rating Form, and analyzed some of the deViant casts ih these rela-

tionships, we will now look at the relationship of all three dimensions

simultaneously. There is a strong positive relationship among all

three dimensions of research quality. (Their average Tau Beta is

(Table V46) clearly the research papers in this population were

generally rated as being similar on all three dimensions of quality.

The papers a e not particularly good or particul rly poor arroue

mension compared to the others. Yet there is enough variation in the
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evaluations of the different dimensions so it will be interesting to

keep the three dimensions separate for most of our analysis.

Nearly twice as many papers are rated "Below average" on all

three dimensions as are rated "Above average," 97 papers compared to

57 papers. If we look at only those papers rated "Best" (1) and

"Incompetent" (5) on all three dimensions, we find that this proportion

is even greater. On3y four papers were rated "Best" on all three

dimensions, compared to 20 papers rated "Incompetent" on all dimensions.

These figures suggest that general estimates of the low qual ty of

educational research are justified. The relatively small amount of

outstanding work does not counterbalance the large amount of poor work.

The large proportion of poor educational research emphasizes the

importance of discovering what affects variation in research quality.

This is the problem we address in Part II of this.vulume.

Summary

The distribution of research quality in this population

reveals that a considerable amount, 43 per cent, of published research

on education in 1967-68 was rated "Below average" or 'Incompetent" with

respect to one or more of the three dimensions of quality. Ibis sub-

stantiates what many observers of educational research have sensed for

some time. It also means that research on education faces some grave

problems. If it is to add to knowledge and ultimately contribute to

improving education, it needs to be better.

In this chapter we have s en that the three 4imen-4 of'

Qualitative analysis ofresearch quality are highly interrelated.
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papers which were rated high on one dimension and low on another

illustrated the importance of theory in explaining findings. These

analyses also revealed that papers rated "Below averag " on the use of

research methods and high on other aspects generally containel specific

flaws in their sample, design, or instruments. Finally, papers which

were rated "Below average" with respect to practice seem to be those

which failed to draw out the implications of their findings for educa-

tional practice.

We found no apparent relationship between the background and

location of judges and the direction of their dissonant ratings. There

does seem to be some relationship between the judges, educational back-

ground and current location and their tendency to give a dissonant

rating. Specifically, those trained in the behavioral sciences but

working in schools of education seem most likely to give discordant

ratings to the different dimensions.



151

PART TWO

EXPLAINING RESEARCH QUALITY
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CHAPTER VI

ROLE SOCIALIZATION AND QUALITY

Numerous s udies have investigated the way training affects

research outcomes, but they differ in several important respects from

the one reported here. First, they generally measure research outcomes

in terms of productivity rather than quality. Investigators of produc-

tivity in this and related fields include Ben-David, Buswell, Lingwood,

and Worthen.
1 Another difference between this study and the ones

mentioned above is that they are generally not conceptualized in

theoretical terms. Except for Ben-David's work, which identifies the

general conditions which precede or accompany increases in research

productivity, the other studies report empirical findings, but offer

little explanation of why they occur. Carefully conducted empirical

studies such as these are important for adding to our knowledge of the

phenomenon however, and they have been helpful to us.

The study which comes closest, in our opinion, to mlating

training and career experiences to career

framework is

in a theoretical

Joseph Ben-David, "Scientific Productivity and Academic
Organization in 19th Century Medicine," in Norman Kaplan, Science and

Society, pp. 39-61; Buswell, et al., Training fbr Educational Resear

Lingwood, "Interpersonal Communication"; Worthen, "Impact of Researdh

Assistantship Experience.

2
Wilder, "Reading Experts
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which Wilder studied was research involvement and orientation. Unlike

productivity, research experience is strongly related to quality (Table

VI-13). Wilder's study also offers a theoretical explanation of why

reading experts are not more research oriented, namely because the

applied science of reading has not been institutionalized. But Wilder

studied only reading experts, so we do not know if hie findings apply

to all types of educational research. Also, Wilder did not measure

quality. One of the few studies which examines quality is Cole's

investigation of physics,
1
but he does not consider how professional

socialization affects quality.

The study reported in this volume differs from previous work

in two other respects as well. We consider training within the

theoretical framework of role socialization.
2

Also, we see socializa-

tion as one of several major classes of variables that affect quality,

and we consider the authors' background, their organizational settings,

and the larger context in which they work as well.

In this chapter we will focus on the following five elements of

role socialization:

(1) type of doctorate

(2) practice-oriented socialization

graduate research experience

1Jonathan R. Cole, "The Social Structure of Science: A Study

of the RewaTd and.Communications Systems of modern Physics" (unpublished

Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1969).

2
Suggested-by-Basil J. Sherlock and Richard T... 'The

Evolution of the-Professional: A ParadiWas" Sociological Inquig',
XXXVII (Winter, 1967), 27-46.
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(4) career research expe n

(5) research orientation

We consider these five because our role socialization perspectiw; and

previous empirical findings suggest they will be key concepts for

explaining quality. We will consider these five elements in turn,

discussing how they were measured and how they are related to quality.

Then, in the second section of this chapter, we develop a model of

hypothesized interrelationships
between these elements and quality.

Elements of Role Socialization

We expect that the type of doctorate
1
an author received

affects the nature of his training, career experience, orientation, and

the quality of his work. We measured type of doctorate in two ways:

1) We asked respondents to indicate the major field (see

Question 3.1 in questionnaire, Appendix 11-5) of each of their degrees.

These doctoral majors were coded into five broad categories: education,

education fields (e.g., science education), psychology, social science,

and other, using Bargar's revised list of subfieids

(2) We also asked authors about each of their degrees, "Was

degree in education?" see Question 3.1 in questionnaire).

meant was the degree obtained in a school or department of education.

Ali but 11 per cent of this sample have doctorates. Where our

analysis includes type of doctorate as a variable we consider only

those with doctorates, but in other analyses we consider those without

doctorates as well;

2
Bargar

2-13.

et a
*
National Re ister of Educatiorial Researchers

05T'OrlIV
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As we would expect, there is a very strong relationship between the two

measures (Table VI-1). Because there is so much congruence between

major field and place of doctorat,, we could use either one to measure

type of degree. We decided to use whether their degree was from a

school of education or not because of the important contextual

properties of schools of education.' But it should be remembe--d

throughout our discussion that type of doctorate really refers to both

the context and the field of an author doctoral training. When we

compare authors with regard to their type of doctorate, we speak of

education doctorates (those in column (1) of Table VI-1) and behavioral

scientists (those in column (2) of Table VI-1).
2

Some people would argue that type of doctorate should not affect

research quality, since education is a dis5Apline just as the behavioral

sciences are. But there are substantive and career reasons for expect0

ing behavioral scientists to do better research than education doc-

torates. We believe the level of theoretical development varies by

field. Theoretical development can be measured on at least two

dimensions: consensus and "hardness. A$ Smelser notes, a discipline

achieving scientific maturity

. . more nearly attains consensus on the scientific problems to

be posed, the relevant independent variables, a theoretical and

philosophical perspective, and appropriate researeh methods.

Simultaneously, it wltnesses a decline of distinctive schools;

For example, Eagstrom, "Educational Researchers" Sieber and

Lazarsfeld, The Or anization of Educational Research.

2
Using the term type of doctorate should not be confused with

the distinction between Ph.D. and Ed.D. degree. While all behavioral

science doctorates have Ph.D.'s, 62 per cent of education doct7rates

also have Ph.D.'s and 38 per cent of educational doctorates ha4e Ed.D.



TABLE VI-1

DOCTORAL MAJOR BY WHETHER DOCTORATE
WAS IN EDUCATION OR NOT

Doctoral Major

Education

Education Fields

Psychology

Social Science

Other

No Doctorate

Doctorate in Education?

No (2)

13

52

56

24

156

7

257



157

a decline in the quantity of polemic about the "nature" of the

field and the value of different "approaches" to the field, a

decline in propaganda, proselytization, and defensiveness; and

an increase in discussion of findings in relation to accepted

criteria of validation.'

Thus, the more developed the field, the more agreement on how problems

should be approached and how results should be evaluated. The rela-

tive "hardness" of a science is related to the "tightness of integre-

tion of their various bodies of knowledge," as Storer suggests.
2

To

measure the tightness of integration, he sugge ts the frequency with

which mathematics is used in the different sciences. Before mathe-

matics can be used in a field, of course, the field needs to produce

general statements which can be phrased in propositional form. On

both of these measures we think the behavioral sciences reveal greater

theoretical development than education. This is a substantive reason

for expecting behavioral scientists to do better research than educa-

tion doctorates.

In addition, behavioral science doctorates are less likely to

have had practice-oriented socialization, they are more likely to have

research experience during graduate school and more likely to have

research experience during their careers (see Tables 1 through 3 in

Appendix VI-1). This developmental sequence associated with tYPo of

degree is a career-related reason for expecting behavioral scientists

to dobettei arch-than education doctorate

1Neil J. Smelser, "Sociology and the Other Social Sciences," in

The Uses of Sociology, ed. by Paul F. Lazarsfeld, William H. Sewell,

and Harold L. Wilensky (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1967), pp. 7-8.

1
"Norman W. Storer, "The Hard Sciences and the Soft: Some

Sociological Observations," Bulletin of the Medical Libra Associa-

tioll, LV (January, 1967), 78-84.
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degree In line with our expectations, behavioral scientists do better

research than education doctorates on all three dimensions of quality--

theory, practice, and methods (Table VI-2). Overall, 41 per cent of

behavioral scientists are doing good research compared to 27 per cent

of education doctorates. In the next section we will try to understand

which of the above characteristics of type of doctorate--differences in

theoretical development or differences in socialization--seem to explain

why behavioral scientists do better research.

Practice-oriented Socialization

Previous empirical studies have found several types of experi-

ence that are negatively related to research outcomes, but they do not

really explain why these experiences affect research adversely. Let us

consider three sets of data. Buswell found that elementary or secondary

school teaching experience is negatively related to later research

productivity.1 Wilder found it is negatively related to research

orientation and behavior,
2 and we find it is negatively related to

research quality (Table VI-3). Of those with no teaching experience,

39 per cent do good research compared to 19 per cent of those with five

or more years of teaching experience.
3

1
Buswe1l, et al., TraininF for Educational Researc

2
Wilder, "Reading Experts " p. 116.

P.

3
Nor are these differ nces in quality explained by different

levels of undergraduate performance among those with more or less

teaching experience. High performers are just as likely to have raight

as not.



159

TABLE V1-2

RESEARCH QUALITY BY TYPE OF DOCTORATE

Research Quality

Type of Doctorate

Bohavioral
Sciences

Education

Contribution to theory:

Best
a

Better than average

Average

Below average

Incompetent

Contribution to practice:

Best

Better than average

Average

Below average

lncompetant

Use of research methods:

Best

Better than averag

Average

Below average

IncoMpetant

good

good

good

374ua

26

24

41%
24

3
27%

29

26

10 18--
101% 100%

a
In this case only we are retaining the five-point rating scale,

since it shows the differences between the fields more clearly.

(98) (201)

10

29

42

14

100%

(98)

8

32

29

22

9

100%

.(28)

40%

22
5 j 27%

37

25

_12

101%

(201)

24
] 29%

35,

23

101%

(200)



160

TABLE VI-3

RESEARCH QUALITY BY SCHOOL TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Research Quality

Number of Years Spent Teaching

Elementary or Secondary School---
Five or
bre YearsNone

One-Four
Years

Contribution to theory:

Above average

Average-

Below average

Contribution to pr

Above average

Average

Below average

ice.

Use of research methods:

Above average

Average

Below average

41%

30

29

100%

(153)

37

37

26

100%

(153)

40

100%

(152)

35

21

45

101%

(87)

31

31

38

100%

(87)

26

36

38

100%

(87)

14

29

57

100%

(112)

21

36

43

100%

(112)

22

30

48

1.00%

,(114)
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In addition, in separate studies Brown, Buawell, and Millikan

found that Ph.D. recipients are more productive researchers than

Ed.D.'s.1 Wilder found that reading experts with Ph.D.'s ditTer

markedly from Ed.D.'s in terms of their research activity, career pat-

terns, values, type and place of work, even when age, sex, community

of origin, religion, and school attended are held constant.
2

We find

that Ph.D.'s do better research than E.D.'s (Table V1-4). Among Ph.D.

recipients, 32 per cent do good research compared to 25 per cent of

3
Ed.D. recipients.

Finally, Wilder found that professional education courses

decrease research orientation, and we find that they have a negative

linear Telwrineship to better re_seareh (Table VI-51. Amone those who

never took a professional education course, 43 per cent are doing good

research, compared to only 25 per cent of those who topk mor_ than

three courses.

11.. D. Brown, Doctoral Graduates in Education: An Inquiry into

Their Mbtives, A irations and Pei-ce.tions of the Program, Cooperative

Research Project No. S-240, Office of Education, U.S. Dept. of Health,

Education, and Welfare (Washington, D.C.: Government Prin--ing Office,

1966); Buswell, et al., Training for Educational Research; Nancy M.

Millikan, The Develo ment of Professional Personnel in Educational

Research, Cooperative Research Project No. S-487-64 (New York:

Teachers College, Columbia University, 1967).

2
W lder, "Reading Experts ' Ch. VI.

3These differences are enhanced when we control for type of

degree. Ph.D.'s in the behavioral sciences do even better research

than Ph.D.'s in education, with Ed.D.'s least likely to do good

research. The percentages doing good research are, Tespectively,

38 per cent, 29 per cent, and 25 per cent.
Because of the wide variation in the curriculum of Ed.D. pro-

grams, it is possible that a particular Ed.D. prograh provided more

research training than a particular Ph.D. program. The results

reported here should be viewed with this possible qualification in

mind.



TABLE V1-4

RESEARCH QUALITY BY NAME OF DEGREE

Research Quality

Contribution to theory:

Above average

Average

Below average

Contribution to practice:

Above average

Average

Below average

Use of research ethocla:'

Above average

Average

Below average

Name of Degree

Ph.D. Ed.D.

34 21

26 30

39: 49

99% 100%

(224) (86)

29 30

41 30

30 40

100% 100%

(224) (86)

-a

162

4

34

31.

35

100%

(223)

34



Research Quality

TABLE VI-5

RESEARCH QUALITY BY NUMBEROF
PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION COURSES

163

Number of Professional Education
Courses Taken in Graduate School

Mbre Than

Contribution to theory:

Above average

Average

Below average

Contribution to practice:

Above average

Average

Below average

Use of research methods:

Above average

Average

Below average

45% 42

33 23

_22 36

100% 101%

(78) (31)

35

26

_39

100%

(23)

40 39

42 32

18 29

100% 100%

(78) ,(31)

44

31

25

30

100%

(23)

26

33

41

100%

(212)

30

39

24

33

43

100%

(212)
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Why do these experiences- school teaching, professional educa-

tion courses, and the Ed.D. degree--have such an adverse effect on

research? Let us examine one of them in more detaii. If we compare the

role of school teacher and that of reseal-cher we find that the norms

and expectations attendant upon the two roles are quite different.

Typically, the school teacher wbrks in a hierarchical system of

authority. Rewards generally go to those who contribute to the smooth

functioning of the system, and school teachers Usually find friends and

obtain social support from other teathers. Furthermore, in the class-

room, teachers are exposed to the immeeiiate needs of individual chil-

dren. At the same time, an elementary or §econdary school teacher is

more likely to be isolated from the theoretical and methodological

developments of a substantive field, as well as from the social and

normative supports of others in a substantive field.

In contrast, the researcher more often works in a less hier-

archical authority system. He generally seeks recognition and social

support from other researcher5 in his substantive field, and rewards

are assumed to go to work which contributes to knowledge and under-

standing.
1

Finally, the researcher is not faced with the daily needs

and problems of individual children. As a result, a researcher has

different orientations different friends, and he is rewarded for

different things than the school teaCher.

In view of these differences we would expect authors who had

taught elementary or secondary school to be less research oriented.than

'This assumption about the operation of the re ard system in

educational research will be analyzed in Chapter IX.
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th056 who had not taight. Like school teaching, professional educa-

tio0 urses and the Ed.D. degree may be seen as diverting authors

awaY trom research and directing them toward the practice of education.

In tortef, these three experiences may affect research adversely because

of fhQir effect on the author orientations. We will consider this

interptetatl n further in the next section.

Since these three experiences are related empirically to each

other) we combined them into an index of practice-oriented socializa-

1
tic/0* (See Appendix VI-. for the matrix of correlations among the

ite015 and for a description of how the index was formed.) Not sur-

pri5 Agly, Practice-oriented socialization has a strong negative linear

ionshiP to quality (Table VI-6). Among those with no practice-

ted socialization, 42 per cent are doing good res arch compared

to Per cent of those with more such experience. Contributions to

the Y benefits most from the lack of practice-oriented socialization;

46 Pel' cent of those without it are contributing to theorY compared to

14 V-IL' cent of those with st socialization.

0ot
Gr

Au
e earch

EUswell

e ience

Wilder found that research experience during gradu-

a e sehool is importantly related to later research productivity or.

reyeatch o1ientation.2

exerIence.

we use the term socialization he

1)00 training and experience.

2Bnswell, et al., Training for Educational Research; Wilder,

ng ExPerts."

We peasured two types of graduate-res arch



TABLE VT-6

RESEARCH QUALITY BY PRACTIOE-ORIENTEDSOCIALIZATION

Research Quality

Amount of Practice-Oriented Socialization

None Less Some More

arntribution to the y:

e average 46% 33 34 14

Avera 30 33 22 28

Below average 25 33 44 58

101% 99% 100% 100%

(61) (66) (132) (85)

Con-ribu n to practice:

Above average 36 30 26

Average 46 36 26

Below average 18 30 34 48

100% 100% , 100% 100%

(61) (06) (132) (85)

Use pf resea_ _h methods:

Above average 45 36 29 20

Average 32 32 $3

Below average 2.3_. 32 i_38 47

100% 100% 100% .100%

(60) (66) (132)
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First we asked authors: "While in graduate school did you

ever work as a research assistant?" Work as a research assistant is

assumed to mean either that an author helped a university professor

with his research or that he assisted on a research project which May

or may not have been directed by a faculty member, Separately we asked,

"As a graduate student did you ever work in a research center or bureau

within the university?" When ve cross-tabulated the responses to these

two questions, we have the following combinations of graduate research

experience:

(1) Those who worked both as research assistance and in research

centers (198 respondents).

(2) Those who worked as research assistants but did not work in

research centers (295 respondents).

(3) Those who had neither form of graduate research experience

(200 respondents).

These three combinations may be considered an index of graduate research

experience. Those in the first group were exposed to research both

through the nature of their work and through the context in which they

worked, whereas those in the second group did not work in a context

devoted to research and may have less research experience than those in

IThere were also twenty-four authors among our 901 respondents

who worked in a research center while a graduate student, but not as

a research assistant. They may have been graduate student research

project directors. There are too few to consider in our analysis

above, but it is worth noting that of the eleven whose papers were

rated, 64 per cent made an above average contribution to theory, SS

per cent made an above average contribution te practice, and SS per

cent were above average with respect to their use of research methods.
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the first group. Those who did neither have less experience still, and

may have done no research other than what was required for their courses.

courses.We expect people with both types of graduate research experi-

ence to do better research than those with one or none and they do

(Table VI-7). Of those with both experiences 38 per cent do better

research, compared to 25 per cent of those with neither type of experi-

ence. We expect people with both experiences to do less poor research1

as well, but this occurs only with respect to research methods. People

who worked as research assistants but not in research centers are least

likely to do poor research with respect to theory and practice. This

slightly anomalous finding may be due to the varied quality of research

centers.

An indir ct way to measure the quality of research centers is

by measuring the prestige of the department in which they are located.

Using the reputational ratings of graduate departments reported by

Sieber
2

and Cartter,
3 we constructed a rough index of departmental

prestige. (See Appendix VI-3 for a description of how this index was

formed.) Authors who had both types of research experience in presti-

gious departments do better research on all three dimensions than people

with neither experience; 41 per cent compared to 23 per cent are doing

l
Usually we present only the upper third of the quality ratings

in three variable tables because the lower third is consistent with it,

i.e., those doing the best research are least likely to do poor

research. In this case we present the lower third as well, because i

is not consistent with the upper part.

2
Sieber, Organization

3Cartter, An Assessment of Weakly in Graduate Education.

Educational Research



TABLE V1-7

RESEARCH QUALITY BY GRADUATE
RESEARCH EXPERIENCE

Graduate Research Experience

Both* NeitherResearch Quality -Research
Assistant

Onl

169

Contribution to theory:

Above average

Average

Below average

Contribution to practic

Above average 33% 35% 24%

Average 29 39 40

Below average 38 26 36

100 100% 100%

(85) (96) (83)

-37%

25

39

101%

(85)

38

_29

100%

(96)

27%

22

52

(83)

Use of research methods:

Abeve average 31% 24%

Average 31 37 36

Belew average

earch center.
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good research (Table VI-8). The relationship is contingent, however,

upon high departmental prestige. That is, there is no relationship

between graduate research experience and b tter research when the

experience was obtained in less pre tigious departments. In short,

graduate research experience is related to better research only when

it OCCUTS in prestigious departments.

When we look at poor research, however, the findings are not

quite parallel to those concerning better research. Authors who worked

as research assistants but not in research centers in prestigious

departments ar least likely to do poor research when compared to

those with both experiences and those with neither. This finding sug-

gests that working in a research center even in a prestigious depart-

ment does not prevent poor research. It may be that quality control

is transmitted More effectively under personalized conditions. Perhaps

work in a research center is more likely to occur in large, impersonal

universities, while working as a research assistant outside of a bureau

occurs under more personalized circumstances. This is a problem that

warrants further investigation.

Career Research Experience

If we view socialization for the research role as a process

that does not end with graduate training but continues throughout one's

career, then we would expect career research experience to affect

quality. To illustrate, assuming two authors were equally trained we

would expect the one with more career research experience to do better

research than the one with little research experience after graduate



TABLE VI-

RESEARCH QUALITY BY GRADUATE RESEARCH EXPERIENCE

BY DOCTORAL DEPARTMENT PRESTIGE

Research Quality

Contribution to
theoty:

Above average 39 38

Average 27 33

Below average 34 29

100% 100%

(44) (24)

Doctoral Department Prestige

High

T of G
AssIt bu

Both* not in
Bureau

1

Contribution to
practice:

Above average 39 3

Average 27 38

Below average 34 29

100% 100%

(44) (24)

Use of
research-methods :

Above average 46 38

Average 36 42

Below average 18 21

100% 101%

(44) (24)

aduat

*Both assistant and in research center.

Researc

Neither Both*

171

Other

E erience
Ass but
not in
Bureau

Neither

24 29 31

28 26 39

48 46 30

100% 100%

(29) (35)

21 20

S2 37

_28 43

101% 100%

(29) (35)

32

17

Sk

100% 100%

(64) (41)

36 29

39 42

25 29

100% 100%

(64) (41)

24 35 28

45 29 33

31 35 39

100% 99% 100%

(29) (34) (64)

24

32

43

99%

(37)
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school. We measured career research experience with four indicators:

time division, six months or more d ing research, average rank of

earch in one's career and research center staff membership.

Time division

We asked respondents, "At the time of this research how did you

divide your professional time " The way people spend their profes-

sional time is one iLdicator of their career experience. Wilder found

that only 15 per cent of reading experts spent more than 111per cent

of their time 9n research,
1 and Bargar found that only 34 per cent of

educational "researChers" spent mo e than 30 per cent of their time

doing research.
2 While the authors we are studying generally spend

more time on research than did those in Bargar's or Wilder's study

(72 per cent in this sample spent more than 20 per cent of their time

on research at the tine they wrote their paper ), there are still very

few full time re earchers. Only 9 per cent of authors in this sample

were full time researchers when they wrote their papers. We expect

that the more time spent doing research, the better the quality. As

expected, the percentage of time an author spent on research when he

wrote the paper has a positive linear relationship to better research

(Table VI-9). Of those spending one-fifth time or less on research,

25 per cent are doing good work, compared to 39 per ce of those

spending more than four-fifths time doing research.

2

P. 84.

Wilder, "The Reading Experts, p. 84.

Bargar, et al., National Re ister of Educa ional Research
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TABLE V1-9

RESEARCH QUALITY BY PERCENTAGE OF TIME SPENT

ON RESEARCH AT TIME PAPER WAS WRITTEN

Research Quality

Percentage of Time Spent on Res a ch

at Time P was Written

0-20% 1-50% 51-80% 81-100%

Corr--ibution to theory:

Above average
22% 32 47 32

Average
33 26 21 39

Below average 45 43 33 29

100% 101% 101% 100%

(95) (143) (43) (28)

Contribution to practice:

Above average 27 31 37 43

Average
39 34 35 32

Below average
34 35 28 25_
100% 100% 100% 100%

(95) (143) (43) (28)

Use of research methods:

Above average
26 33 31 43

Average
34 32 33 39

Below average 40 35 36 18

100% 100% 100% 100%

(95) (143) (42) (28)
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Six Months or More Doing Research

General research experience throughout one's career was mea-

sured by asking, "Other than while you worked on your master's or

doctoral thesis, has there ever been a period of six months or more

when research was your primary activity?" Forty-eight per cent of

respondents indicate that there was. This measure indicatea a period

of intense research experience, even if for a relatively sh0Tt period

of time, and the7efore we would expect it to be related to opality.

Thirty-nine per cent of people who spent six months or more doing

research do better work, compared to 24 per cent of those who have not

spent six months on research (rable V1-10).

Average rank of research in one's career

The importance of research compared to other career attivities

throughout an author's career was measured by computing the a'mrage

rank of research as an activity throughout his career.1 Many more

authors rank teaching as relatively high in their careers than rank

research high (high being an average rank of 2.00 to 3.49 throughout

their careers). For 43 per cent, teaching is ranked high in their

careers compared to only 18 per cent for whom research is ranked high.

The average rank of research in one's career is positively

related to better research (Table VI-11). People for whom research has

1Th1s average rank of research is only an approximate measure

since we did not weight these ranks by the number of years in each

position that a given activity had a particular rank. This measure

was obtained from data in Question 2.12 in the Questionnaire (see

Appendix 11-5).

177
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TABLE VI-10

RESEARCH QUALITY BY SPENDING SIX MONTHS OR MORE

WHEN RESEARCH VAS THE PRIMARY ACTIVITY

Research Quality

Spent Six Months or More with

Research as Pri a Activity

Yes

Contribution to theory:

Above average

Average

Below average

Contribution to practice:

Above average

Average

Below average

Use of research methods:

Above average 40 23

Average 34 31

Below average 27 46

101% 100%

,(166) (182)

59%

26

35

100%

(167)

37

38

25

100%

(167)

No

25

33

42

100%

(182)
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a higher rank in their careers are doing better research than people

for whom research has a lower rank (43 per cent compared to 25 per cent

are doing good research).

Research center staff membership

Besides time expenditures, research experience can be measured

by staff membership in a research center at the time the paper war:

written (see Question 1.11 in Questionnaire Appendix 11-5). Research

experience in a research center was helpful for graduate students, so

we expect it to be helpful in the course of one's career, for many of

the same reasons. Being a staff member of a research center increases

the Chance of regular intellectual interaction and the Chance of find-

ing colleagues with complementary talents and skills, as well as

providing physical facilities for research. Therefore we expect that

being a staff member of a research center will be related to doing

better research. As expected, research staff members are doing better

research (Table V1-12); 40 per cent of them do good research compared

to 28 per cent of non-staff.

These four indicators of career research experiencepercentage

of time spent on research, six months or more spent on research during

one's career, average rank of research in one's career, and research

center staff membership--are all positively related to each other.

Therefore we combined all but the average rank of research in the

author's career into an index of career research experience. The fact

that the average rank of research is highly related to the index pro-

vides an ind pendent validation of the index. (See Appendix V1-4 for



TABLE V1-12

RESEARCH WOJITY BY STAFF ME BERSHIP
IN fiESEARCH CENTER

Research Quality

Contribution to th ory:

Above average 37 29

Average 26 28

Below average 37 43

99% 100%

(86) (255)

178

Was Author a Staff Member of a
Research Center When He Wrote Pape

Yes No

Contribution to practice:

Above average 44 26

Average 29 38

Below average 27 36

100% 100%

(86) (255)

Use of research methods:

Above average

Average

Below average

39

33

28

100%

(85)

28

33

39

100%

(255)

181
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the intercorrelation matr-x of these items and for a description of how

the index was constructed.)

We would be very surprised if people with more research experi-

ence were not doing better work. As we anticipated, people with more

research experience in their careers are doing considerably better

research than those with less experience (Table V1-13). Among the

experienced, 43 per cent are doing good research compared to 24 per

cent of the less experienced.

Research Orientation

We measured the authors orientation toward research at the

time he completed the questionnaire, by asking respondents to rank

professional activities in terms of their personal preference for them

(see Question 2.3, Appendix 11-5 ). Authors who prefer research first

as a professional activity were considered to be researdh-oriented.

Twenty-two per cent of the authors prefer research, compared to 34 per

cent who prefer teaching, 42 per cent who prefer service, and 3 per

cent who prefer some other activity.1 We hypothesize that research

orientation is both an outcome of prior experiences that affect

research favorably, and an indicator of whether an author is currently

attracted to research. (These hypothesized relationships will be

xplored in the next section.) Therefore we expect that research

1We defined service as "developing or implementing new curricu-

lum or action programs, school surveys, test administration or scoring,

workshops." Also included in this service category are the responses

"in-service training of teachers" and "translating research into

educational practice."

182



TABLE VI-13

RESEARCH QUALITY BY CAREER
RESEARCH EXPERIENCE

Research Quality

Career Research Experience

High Medium Low

Contribution to theory:

Above average 45% 28 23

Average 24

Below average 31

100%

(91)

Contribution to practice:

Above average

Average

Below average

Use of research methods:

Above aVerage

Average

Below average

44

31

25

100%

(91)

44)

32

28

100%

(90)

29 31

44 46

101% 100%

(87) (124)

30 24

43 35

_28 41

101% 100%

(87) (124)

33 24

39 30

28 46

100% 100%

(124)

180
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oriented authors will do better research than authors with other orien-

tations. In line with our expectations, research oriented authors are

doing better research than either teaching oriented or service oriented

ones (Table VI-14). Of the research oriented, 44 per cent are doing

good research, compared to 26 per cent of the teaching or ented and

17 per cent of the service oriented.

The Interrelation of the Elements

In the preceding discussion we have provided some preliminarY

indications of how the elements of role socialization are related to

each other and to quality. In Figure VI-1 we present these relation-

ships in a model of hypothesized associations between socialization and

quality.

We just saw that research orientation is strongly related to

better research. Is it also true, as we suggested above, that research

orientation is affected by type of doctorate, practice-oriented social-

ization, and career research experience? As suggested, each of these

variables is related to research orientation (Table VI- 5). Behavioral

science doctorates, authors with less practice-oriented socialization,

and those with more career research experience are more research

oriented than their counterparts. Rather than examining each of these

two-way associations individually, however, we consider the joint

associution of l three in relation to research orientation, in order

to assess their relative importance. By doing this we can see if each

of these experiences contributes independently to an author,s research

orientation. 1 4



`1ABLE V1-14

RESEARCH QUALITY BY ORIENTATION

182

Research Quality

Orientation

aching or
Research Service

t ation

Contribution to theory:

Above average

Average

Below average

Contribution to practice:

Above average

Average

Below average

Use of research methods:

Above average

Average

Below average

40

36

23

99%

(124)

47

31

22

100%

(123)

25

28

47

100%

(156)

26

36

39

101%

(156)

22

34

44-

100%

(156)

Other

12

29

59

100%

(41)

21

33

46

100%

(24)

17 33

37 33

_46 _33

100% 99%

(41) (24)

22 21

32 38

_46 _42

100% 101%

(41) (24)
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FIGURE VI-I

HYPOTHESIZED MODEL OF HOW THE ELEMENTS

OF ROLE SOCIALIZATION AFFECT
RESEARCH QUALITY

Type of Doctorate

Practice-Oriented
Socialization

Gradua e Research
Exporience

Career Research
Experience

Research Oraentation

Research Quality
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All three variables- ype of doctorate, less practice-oriented

socialization, and career research experience--are independently

related to greater research orientation (Table VI-15). Of the three,

career research experience has the strongest effect on research orien-

tation. Among behavioral science doctorates with less practice-

oriented socialization, 75 per cent of those with considerable career

research experience are research oriented compared to 41 per cent of

those with little research experience. The relationship is similar and

even stronger among education doctorates. Aside from showing the rela-

tively greater importance of career research experience in affecting

research orientation, Table VI-15 also reveals that research experience

and less practice-oriented socialization compensate for each other in

enhancing research orientation. That is, even if someone had more

practice-oriented socialization, he might still become research

oriented if he had a lot of research experience in his career. Simi-

larly, if he did not have much research experience in his career, but

he also did not have much practice-oriented socialization, then that

increases his chance of being research oriented.

Based on the limited evidence presented in Table VY-15 it seems

that type of doctorate also increases the likelihood of being research

oriented, independently of less practice-oriented socialization and

career research experience. In brief, then, several experiences

increase the probability that authors will be researeh oriented but

the single most efficacious is career research experience. This means

that whether an author received a doctorate in education or the

IaL
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behavioral sciences, and wh ther or not he had practice-oriented

socialization, if he had a lot of research experieride in his career, he

is very likely to be research oriented. The additive nature of these

experiences is illustrated throughout Table VI-15, but is seen most

vividly when we compare authors at opposite extremes. Among behavioral

science doctorates with less practice-oriented socialization and con-

siderable career research experience, 75 per cent are research oriented,

whereas among education doctorates with more pract -orien,ed social-

ization and little career research experience only 13 per cent are

research oriented. When it is remembered that type of doctorate is

related to practice-oriented socialization and to career research

xperience, these figures should indicate what is meant by a "develop-

mental sequence" that fosters one type of orientation rather than

another.

We have just seen that type of doctorate, less practice-

oriented socialization, and more career research experience contribute

independently to research orientation. Of the three, career research

experience is most strongly related to research orientation. Since

career research experience is strongly affected by graduate research

experience, we wonder what the relative importance is for res'earch

orientation of esearch experience at two different stages of profes-

sional development. Authors become research oriented as a result of

research experience at either stage of their aevelopment, although the

more recent career research experience is more strongly related to

research orientation than is graduate research exp rience (Table VI-16).
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Among authors without gtaduate teSeitch exPetiefice, 54 per cent of

those with considerable cateet reseirch experience ate research oriented

compared to 20 per cent of those with little caieer research experience.

Among authors with little career research expeilence, 47 per cent of

those with both types of graduate research expetience are research

oriented compared to 20 per cent of those with neithet type of graduate

research experience. To sone extent research exPeriefice at one time

can compensate for the lack of it at another time, insofar as it affects

research orientation. Not surprisingly, authors with both graduate

research experience and career research experience are mere likely to

be research oriented than those with research experience at jUst one

stage of their careers.

We know that type of doctorate affet!ts graduate research experi-

ence (i.e. , work as a research assistant and In a research center) and

that graduate research experience increases the chance of career

research experience. But we do not know if type of doctorate affects

career research experience independently of graduate research experi-

ence. Behavioral science doctorates are more likely than education

doctorates to have graduate research experience, and people with gradu-

ate research experience are more likely to have career research experi-

ence (which in turn affects research orientation which affects quality,

as we hive just seen). But are behavioral science doctorates more

likely than education doctorates to have career research experience,

even when graduate research experience is held constant? Does type of

doctorate continue to affect career activities in addition to its effect

through graduate research experience?
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Our data reveal that if education doctorates had both types of

graduate research eperience, they are just as likely as behavioral

science doctorates to have considerable career research experience.

This indicates that type of doctorate does not affect career research

experience providing that one has b of raduate research

experience (Table VI-17). It seems that education doctorates need a

stronger dose of research experience during graduate training than do

behavioral science doctorates in order to attain the same amount of

career rAsearch experience.

In sum, having an education doctorate seems to have adverse

effects on research experience in two ways. First, education doctorates

are less likely to have graduate research experience, which decreases

likelihood that they will have considerable career research experi-

ence. Second, even if education doctorates do have graduate resear6h

experience, they need more than behavioral science doctorates in order

to do a substantial amount of research in their tareers. Among those

with both experiences, 52 per cent of behavioral science doctorates

and 44 per cent of education doctorates have had considerable career

research experience, whereas among those who were only research assis-

tants, 44 per cent of behavioral science doctorates compared to only

25 per cent of education doctorates have had considerable career

research experience.

Moving away from the research experience portion of the model

(Figure VI-1) toward the left side, we can consider an interpretation

offered earlier in this chapter. When we were trying to explain why,
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certain experience affects resea ch adversely, we mentioned that

because of their practice-oriented nature, school teaching, the Ed.D.

degree, and professional education courses may lessen an author's

research orientation. If this proposed linkage is true, then the

relationship between less practice-oriented socialization and bet

research should disappear when research orientation is held constmt.

As expected, when authors are research oriented, practice-

oriented socialization does not affect the quality of their research

(Table VI-18). Among the research oriented, 42 per cent of those with

less practice-oriented socialization are doing good research, compared

to 45 per cent of those with some such socialization. Thus, if authors

become research oriented despite having had some practice-oriented

socialization, they are just as likely to do good research as those

with less practice-oriented socialization. But among those who are not

research oriented, having less practice-oriented socialization helps

the quality of their research. Among the teaching oriented, for

example, 33 per cent of those with less practice-oriented socialization

are doing good research, compared to 15 per cent of those with more

such socialization. This suggests that people with less practice-

oriented socialization may be more research oented than their coun-

terparts, even though teaching is their primary orientation. In brief,

our findings indicate that having less practice-orieated socialization

benefits quality through two processes. The most important one is the

way it increases the likelihood that authors will become research

oriented. When that happens, authors do much better research. Even
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if they do not become research oriented, however, authors with less

practice-criented socialization do better research than those with

more, although proportionately they never match the research oriented.

The preceding analysis suggests the importance of research

orientation for better research. Earlier we noted that authors with

career research experience do better research than those without such

experience. Since research experience is strongly related to research

orientation, the question arises whether each of these variables is

independently related to better research7*

Our analysis shows that research experience and research

orientation are independently related to better research, but research

orientation has a stronger relationship (Table VI-19). Somewhat

surprisingly, this means that authors who are research oriented but

have not had much research experiance in their careers do better

research than those with a lot of experIence who are not research

oriented; 41 per cent of the former compared to 29 per cent of the

latter are doing good research. Research oriented authors must some-

how acquire the skills necessary to do better research, even if they

halm not had much research experience in their careers. They might

also tend to be younger and thus not have had tine to acquire much

career research experience.

These data enhance the importance of research orientation for

better research. Research orientation may be regarded as the crucial

nutcome of role socialization. As such it may also be considered a

SUMMIT indicator of an author's role socialization.
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Trea ing orientation as a summary measure of socialization

permits us t return to a question raised earlier in this chapter.

Does type of doctorate affect resea ch quality independently of role

socialization (as a result, for example) of differences in theoretical

development), or is the relationship between type of doctorate and

quality explained entirely by differences in socialization? We can

consider these possibilities in Table VI-20. Type of doctorate is

related to contribution to theory even when research orientation i

held constant, suggesGing that substantive differences between the two

fields may exist and affect research quality. Among the research

oriented, 49 per cent of behavioral scientists compared to 38 per cent

of education doctorates are contributing to theory. With respect to

theory, then, it is plausible that sUbstantive differences between the

two types of doctorates may help explain why behavioral scienti ts do

better research than education doctorates. With respect to contribu-

tion to practice and use of research methods, however, education

doctorates are doing just as well as behavioral science doctorates,

when research orientation is held constant. There is virtually no

difference in the proportion of behavioral scientists and education

doctorates that contribute to educational practice and use sound

research methods (43 per cent of the former and 42 per cent of the

latter). It seems that type of socialization (as indicated by orien-

tation) does explaiii why behavioral scientists are contributing more

to practice and using better research methods than education doctorate
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In sum, in this chapter we have discussed five elements of role

socialization and presented an hypothesized model of their relation-

ships to each other and to quality. In the model we postulated that

n author's socialization tended to direct him either toward the

practice-oriented role of professional educator or toward the role of

researcher, with major consequences for the quality of his research.

Thus, education doctorates are more likely to have practice-oriented

socialization, less likely to have graduate and career research experi-

ence and less likely to become research oriented, all of which has a

cumulative negative effect on the quality of their research. In

contrast, behavioral science doctorates are less likely to receive

practice-oriented socialization, more likely to have graduate and

career research experience and hence more likely to become research

oriented, which has a positive cumulative effect on quality.

In general, the results of our analysis confirm the hypoth

sized model (in Figure VI-l) of how socialization affects quality.

Only a fee minor modifications of the model are required. First we

add an arrow from graduate research experience to research on entation

(Figure VI-2) to indicate that it affects orientation independently

of caYeer research experience. We put two "plus" signs y the arrow

between career research experience and research orientation, to mndi-

when antecedent variables are held constaut, career research

xperience has the strongest relationship to research orientation.

cate that

Finally, put two 'plus" signs by the arrow ween research orienta-

tion and quality, to indicate that orientation is more strongly related

to quality than is career research experience or tYPe of doctorate.
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FIGURE VI-2

MODIFIED MODEL OF HOW ROLE SOCIALIZATION
AFFECTS QUALITY

Type of Doctora e

+

Practice-Oriented
Socialization

Graduate Research
Experience

1 Research
Orientation

Research Quality:
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CHAPTER VII

BACKGROUND AND QUALITY

Every profession differentially recruits people of different

backgrounds. Traditionally educational research has been performed

by upwardly mobile, middle aged, white, male Protestants.' There is

evidence and opinion suggesting that sex, religion, SES, age and

academic achievement may affect quality, but the evidence is not so

definite that we can predict how these background characteristics are

related to quality. In come cases we have more specific expectations

than in others.

In view of recently increased interest in the role of women in

society and the professions, we considered it important to compare

male and female researchers within ou- sample. In a study of reading

researchers, Wilder found females were less involved in research in

their careers than males.
2 In other acade ic fields, Bernard found

females generally published less than males.3 Similarly, Astin found

that female Ph.D.'s publish less than males.4 In science, McClelland

Wo

1See Bargar, National Re Istér f Educational Researchers.

2Wilder, "The Reading Expert

3Jessie Bernard, A
d. Publishing Co., 1964).

ademic Women (New York! Meridian Bo s,

4Helen S. Astin The Woman Doctorate America (New York=

Russell Sage Foundation 1 6
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asserts that creative physical scientists are more likely to be male

than female
1 Rossi found that female scientists publish less than

males, did David.
2 Only Simon has found that female scientists are

as likely as males to publish.3 In view of these rather one-sided

findings, it would be plausible to expect males to be doing better

research than females, were it not for the lack of relationship we

observe in Chapter IX (Table IX-1) between quality and productivity.

This uncertainty makes it all the more worthwhile to compare male and

female researchers in terms of the quality of their work.

With respect to religion as well as sex, earlier work has been

more tantalizing than definitive. Wilder found that Jews are more

involved in research,
4 and therefore it is plausible to expect Jews to

do better research than memberg of other religions. In addition, we

might expect the areligious to do better xesearch than the religious,

as noted in Chapter II. The expectation that the areligious will do

1David C. McClelland, "On the Psychodynamics of Creative Physi-
cal Scientists" in ContemporarY ATTE2gches to Creative Thinking, ed. by

H. E. Gruber, G. Terrall, and M. Wertheimeierten Press,
1962), pp. 141-74.

2Alice S. Rossi, "Women in Science: Why So Few?" Science,
May 28, 1965, pp. 1196-1202; idem, "Barriers to the Career Choice of
Engineering, Medicine or Science Among American Women," in Women and

the Scientific Professions, ed. by Jacquelyn A. Mattfeld and Carol G.

Van Aken (Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press, 1965), pp. 51-127; Deborah
David, "Career Patterns and Values: A Study of Men and Women in
Science and Engineering" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia
University, 1971).

3Rita Simon, Shirley M. Clark, and Kathleen Galway, 'The Woman

Ph.D.: A Recent Profile," Social Problems, XV, No. 2 (Fall, 1967),
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better research is con istent with McClelland's generalization that

creative physical scientists have a background of radical Protestantism

b t are not thems lves religious.1

With regard to soc.io-economic status (SES), Hagstrom noted the

greater upward mobility of professors of education compared to behav-

ioral science professors. In view of all we know about the relation of

SES to educational advantages and academic achievement, we might expect

higher SES authors to do better research. Buswell, however,
3 found

that the SES of education doctorates was unrelated to their research

productivity, although both productive and non-productive researchers

were upwardly mobile. This suggests that SES may be unrelated to

research quality. On the other hand, if people of lower SES have

earned doctorates they may be especially motivated and hard-working and

thus do better research. We will consider these possibilities in our

analysis.

While age is a background characteristic of authors, it

interests us primarily insofar as it reflects trends in educational

research over time. In this vein, bloom observed in 1966 that "there

are some indications that the quality of educational research personnel

McClelland op. cit.

2Hagstrom, "Educational Researchers, Social Scientists, and

School Professionals," prepared for a Colloquium on Improving the Social

and Communication Mechanisms of Educational Research, sponsored by the

American Educational Research Association, Washington D.C., Nov. 21-

22, 1968. (Mimeographed.)

2
Busw Thining for Educational_Research, pe
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."
1 Persell found that among AERA members, younger

researchers were more likely to be principal investigators on projects

funded from outside sources than were older researchers.
2

Moreover,

Barber suggests that many people in education were trained when research

was less important than now, thus implying that younger researchers nty

be better trained.3 In view of these data and opinions, we expect to

find younger authors doing better research.

After exploring the ascribed statuses of sex, religion, SES,

and age in relation to quality, we consider an important achieved status,

namely undergraduate performance of recruits. This factor has been

offered as a major explanation of educational research quality. It is

frequently stated that the best way to improve educational research is

to attract more talented recruits. The better undergraduate perform-

ance of people entering graduate fields other than education is noted

by Rossi, Davis, and McKinley,
4 and provides an alternative explanation

of why behavioral science doctorates do better research than education

doctorates. We will explore both of these possibilities and consider

Bloom "Twenty-five Years of Educational Research," p. 32.

2Caroline Hodges Persell, "AERA Membership Data" (New York:

Bureau of Applied Social Research Columbia University, 1970).

Xeroxed.)

3Bernard Barber, in Corwin and Seider, "Patterns of Educa-

tional Research."

4Peter H. Rossi, James A. Davis, and Richard J. McKinley.
"Social Characteristics of 1961 College Graduates Entering the Field

of Education" (paper presented at the annual program of the National

Society of College Teachers of Education, February 16, 1962, Chicago,

Illinois), cited in Sieber, Organization of Educational Research,

p. 262.
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the relative importance of undergraduate performance co ...red to other

explanations of quality.

In brief, in this chapter vie will consider sex, religion, SES,

age, and undergraduate performance in relati n to quality. It is

possible that background interacts with role socialization with conse-

quences for quality, so we inteoduce socialization where relevant in

our analysis. We conclude the chapter by adding what we learn about

background characteristics to the model presented in Chapter VI.

Sex

Since no one has studied sex in relation to research quality,

to our knowledge, we had no c]ear expectations with respect to our

sample. Among educational researchers, females do better research than

males on all three dimensions of quality--theory, practice, and

research methods (Table VII-1). Thirty-nine per cent of females com-

pared to 29 per cent of males are doing good research. Females are no

likely than males to be high undergraduate performers, so differ-

ences in the quality of their res arch are not explained by differences

in undergraduate performance. It is possible that differences in

quality are due to the greater tendency of females to earn doctorates

in the behavioral sciences since behavioral scientists do better

research than education doctorates. Although there are too few

examples to be

research

conclusive, the data uggest that females do better

only when they have received their doctorates in the behavioral

sciences (Table VII-2) Among behavioral science doctorates 64 per

cent of females do better research compar d to 36 per cent of males.



TABLE VII-1

RESEARCH QUALITY BY SEX

Research Quality

Sex

Female Male

Contribution to theory:

Above average

Average

Below average

C ntribution to practice:

Above average

Average

Below average

Use of research methods:

Above average

Average

Below average

37

29 27

_34 44

100% 100%

(49) (301)

29

41 29

29 36

30 35_

lop% 1.00%

39

25,

_37

100%

204

30

34

37

(300)



Research

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of research

TABLE VII-2

RESEARCH QUALITY BY SeA
BY TYPE OF DOCTORATE

ality
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Type Doctorate
Education

Male

theory

practice

methods

8

(84)

30
(23)

26
( 78)

33
(S4)

26
(23)

26
(178)

36
84)

22
(23)

30
(177)
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The tendency of females to do better reseaTch is not explained

by their greater career research experience either, since males and

females have equal amounts of career research experience. How then

can we explain these findings? Perhaps the greater self-selection of

academic careers by females and the more formidable odds they face in

pursuing academic careers
1 result in female authors who are somewhat

differently oriented toward research than males. To analyze this

possibility, we asked authors, "How did the topic of the paper men-

tioned dbove come to your attention?" Females are more likely than

males to indicate that the most important source of their research

topic was their "own field observation of a concrete problem in educa-

tion"; 22 per cent of females compared to 14 per cent of males cited

this as the most important way the research topic came to their atten-

tion. But when asked, "What was it about this topic which attracted

you?," females are less likely than males to indicate that it was

because it was "important for solving a concrete problem in education";

25 per cent of females compared to 31 per cent of males mention this

reason. Furthermore females are more likely to indicate they selected

a research topic lbecause of its importance for dev loping or testing an

educational or behavioral science theory 27 per cent of females com-

pared 0 per cent of males cite this

tion of the topic . (Se Table 1,

as the most important attrac-

n Appendix VII-1 So, even

See, for example, Rossi, "Women in Science" and "Barrier

amela Roby, "Structural and Internalized Barriers to Women in Higher

Education" (D41partmimat of Sociology and Center for Manpower Policy

Studies, George Washington University, 1970). (Mimeographed.) Cynthia

,Epstein, Woman's Place: tions_and Limits in Pr4ofessional Careers

(Berkeley: University o Cali ornia. Press, 1971
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though females are more likely than males to have topics come to their

attention from their own field observation of a concrete problem in

education, they are also more likely to seize upon the research topic

because of its importance for developing or testing a theory. This

finding suggests that females may bring a moke intellectual orientation

to their research.

Further evidence of a greater intellectual orientation among

females can be found in what motivates them to do research more

generally. The questionnaire item used to explore this possibility

read:

Of ceurse, many factors motivate individuals to do research.
Regarding your usual research motives, how would you distribute
10 points among the following (so the total equals 10)?

Seventy-five per cent of females compared to 65 per cent of males ind

cated that they are motivated to do research by "curiosity about sub-

stantive questions in a behavioral science field." Thus, it may well

be the greater intellectual orientation of femaies that explains the

interesting findings reported above.

When we test this interpretation by holding constant intellec-

tual orientation, we find that males are just as likely as females to

do better researCh when they are intellectually oriented (as measured

by being motivated by curiosity about substantive questions in a

az

behavioral science field). Among the intellectually oriented, 41 per

cent of females and 40 per cent of males do better research (table VII-

3). In short, the generally greater intellectual orientation of-female

authors in our sample seems, to explain why they do better research than

males.-
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Religion

As already noted, the literature shows t4at religion is related

to r'_Isearch experience and orientation. We consider this finding from

earlier research a very curious one. We wanted to know if it was

corroborated by the data in our study, and if so, if we could offer an

explanation of it. We measured religion in the general background

section of the questionnaire (see Question 4.4 in the Questionnaire in

Appendix 11-3). Authors were asked, "B:1-4-hdate," "Sex," "Race,"

"Religion (Optional)." Because of the way the questionnaire item was

phrased, we are unable to say whether religion reflects religious back-

ground or current affiliation. However, since the importance of reli-

gion for quality is probably explained by religion b-ing an indicator

of an underlying cultural or cognitive orientation rather than by some-

thing inherent in the particular value system of a religion, the reli-

gious classification provided by this questionnaire item is adequate

for the purpose of our analysis. From now on when we use the term

religion or religious classification, it should be thought of as an

indicator of an underlying phenomenon, which we hope to specifY through

our analysis.

With respect

our

to the relationship between religion and quality,

ata are consistent with Wilder's findings. Religious classification
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is related to better research: 40 per cent of Jews, 37 per cent of the

areligious and 28 per cent of Protestants are doing good research

(Table VII-4). In an effort to determine what underlying phenomenon is

ass ciated with religious classification we systematically controlled

for each background and role socialization characteristic that Was

related to religion.

TABLE VII-4

RESEARCH QUALITY BY RELIGIOUS CLASSIFICATION

Religious Classification

Jewish Areligiou ot. Cath. Other

Contribution to theory:

Above average

Average

Below average

Contribution to practice:

41%

22

36

99%
(36)

39

19

42

30

: 26

27

32

40

20

35

45

100%
(64)

_44

100%
(1W.)

99%
(47)

100%
(29)

Above average 37 36 27 34 27-

Average 33 28 40 32 41

Below average 30___.
36 33 34 31

----

100% 100% 100% 100% 99%
(36) .(04) 52) (47) (29)

Use of research methods:

Above average 41 37 26 30 28

Average 25 36 33 34

Below average 27 42 36 34

00% 100% 101% 100% 00%
36 (64) (29) (151)' 47)
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Since it is possible that the greater youth of Jewish

researt-hers explains their better research (as we see later in this

chapter younger authors generally do better research) we controlled

first for age. Even among younger researchers, however, Jews and the

areligious do better research than Protestants (Table VII-S): 54 per

cent of Jews, 41 per cent of the areligious and 26 per cent of Protes-

tants do better research. But instead of explaining the relationship

between religion and quality, youth increases that association.

If youth does not explain the relation between religious

classification and quality, perhaps undergraduate performance (this

concept is discussed later in this chapter) does so since it varies by

religious classification. Undergraduate performance, however, does not

explain why Jews and the areligious de better research (Table VII-6).

Rather, high undergraduate performance and being Jewish ow areligious

are "conditionally interdependent" in their relation to quality, that

is, one alone has only a small relationship to better research, but the

two together result in much better research. Among high performers,

43 per cent of the areligious c mpared to 23 per cent of Protestants

are doing better research. It seems that high undergraduate perform-

ance does not enhance the researdh quality of Protestants. Jews and

the areligious however, do better research than Protestants

they were high undergraduate performers.
3.

only when

1It is precisely this type of contingent relationship that
lost in such modet; of analysis as multiple regression or path analy-

sis. There are too few Catholics and other religions to draw any

conclusions about them.
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As discussed in the previous chapter, role socialization is a

complex phenomenon consisting of type of doctorate, practic -oriented

socialization, graduate research experience (which we will not

here because it is related to better research through research

tion and career research experience, as we saw in the previous

career research experience, and research orientation.

vary by religion and therefore the possibility ari

zation explains the relationship between religion and

consider

orienta-

chapter),

All of these

that role sociali-

senvch quality.

Jews and the areligious are more likely to have behavioral

science doctorates than Protestants, which might explain why they do

better research. However, even among behaviore science doctorates,

Jews and the areligious do better research than Protestants (Table VII-

7). Having a behavioral science doctorate increas s the difference

between religious groups rather than lessening it. Among behavioral

scientists, 51 per cent of the areligious compared to 29 per cent of

Protestants are doing better research.

Jewish and areligious authors are less likely to have had

practice-oriented socializatii3n than a Protestants, which might

explain their tendency to do better research Even among t ose with

less practice-oriented socialization however, Jews and the areligious

do better research than Protestaniis SO per cent of Jews and 49 per

cent of the areligious do better research, compared to 30 per cent of

Protestants (Table VII-8). Theiefore it is not differences-in_

practice-oriented socialization that explain the variation in quality

- elated with religious classification.
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Jews and the areligious also differ from Protestants in having

more career research experience. This might explain why they do better

work, but it does not. However, Jews and the areligious usually do

not do better research than Protestants unless they have considerable

career research experience (rable VII-9). When they have less career

research experience, the areligious do 1.;.; better research than Protes-

tants. Among those with considerable career research experience,

53 per cent of the areligious do good research compared to 27 per cent

of Protestants; whereas among those with less research experience,

27 per cent of the areligious compared to 25 p r cent of Protestants

are doing good work. That authors with more research experience do

better work is not surprising. But it is unexpected that this relation-

ship is contingent upon religious classification. Research experience

leads to better research only among the areligious (and perhaps among

Jews although there are too few examples to be sure) but not among

Protestants. Protestants with considerable career research experience

do no better work than those with less experience. Among Protestants,

27 per cent of the very experienced do good research, compared to

28 per cent of the less ienced Not only does religion have a

positive relationship to <polity, but it seems to be a necessary condi-

tion for a relationship between research xperience and better research.

Why is it that Protestants with considerable career researdh

experience are not doing better work? One explanation may reside in

their orientation. Protestants are less likely than Jews and the .

areligious to be research oriented, and this may be why they are less

likely to do good research.
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Research orientation does not explain why Jews and the areli-

gious do better research, but it too is a necessary condition for that

relationship to occur (Table VII-10). In other words, Jews and the

areligious do better research than Protestants only when they are

research oriented. Among the research oriented, 55 per cent of the

areligious do good work compared to 28 per cent of Protestants. When

Jews and the areligious are oriented taaard teaching or administration,

however, they are no more likely than Protestants to do better research;

among the teaching oriented, 20 per cent of the areligious do good

research compared to 27 per cent of Protestants.

Very strikingly, the strong relationship between research

orientation and research quality is contingent upon religious classifi-

cation, just as was the relationship between research experience and

quality. Being research oriented is related to better work only among

the areligious, Jews, and Catholics, but not among Protestants. Among

Protestants, 28 per cent of the research oriented are doing good work

compared to 27 per cent of the teaching oriented.

one of the aspects of role .socialization_ e have considered

xplain why Jews and the areligious do better research than Protestants.

We have learned that they do better research only when they are high

academic achievers, have considerable research experience in their

careers

JeW

and when they are research oriented. We have also seen tha

and the areligious do even better researCh:when they have behav-
__-

ioral science doctorates and less practice-oriented experience during

their professional socialization. Perhaps the most significant
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findihg in this sectioh is the discovery that high academic achieve-

ment, more researeh experience. And research orientation are related

to better research only Among Jews and the areligious but Aot among

Protestants. That iS, 4iese relationships are contingent on religi-

ous classification. This Mysterious finding warrants further investi-

gation. As noted earlier, religious classification is probibly an

indicator of differences in cultural or cognitive orientations. Fried-

man's recent study of college work-study students offers evidence that

religion is an indicator of some underlying orientation. In that study,

Protestant students were more likely than Jewish or areligiOus students

to indicate that the most important purpose of college is vecational

(60 per cent of Protestant students stated this, compared to 47 per

cent of Jewish students and 40 per cent of the areligioes). On the

ther hand, Jewish and areligious students were more likely to considet

the most important purpose of college as being intellectual (36 per

cent of Jewish and areligious students compared to 26 per cent of

Protestant students agreed to that). It is important to note that

these differences in opinion about the most important purpose of college

occur even though areligious and Jewish students are more likely than

Protestants to indicate

ate. Thirty-six per cent of the ar ligious and 27 ,per cent of Jewish

"it will be hard

Nathalie Friedman, unpublished data from a comprehensive study

of the U.S. Office of Education Educational Opportunity Grant program.

Prepared at the Bureau of Applied Social Research, Columbia University,

New York. All of these respondents must qualify for financial aid-in

order to be named work-study job recipients. Therefore, all are of

lower economic status and 'we may assume that social class differences

do not account for the differences beteeen areligious groups noted

above.

221
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students feel this way, compared to only 14 per cent of Protestants.

Thus, in some ways the areligious and Jewish students should be more

likely than Protestants to consider the vocational purpose of college

as most important. That they do not, even in the face of perceived

practical difficulties, suggests something about the strength of their

intellectual orientation.

Friedman's data suggest that the areligious and Jews may be

more intellectually oriented, while Protestants are more vocationally

or pragmatically oriented. We can test this interpretation with data

on how authors in this population selected their research topics and

with information on what motivated them to do research. If this inter-

pretation is correct, we would expect Protestants to be more likely to

indicate pragmatic motivations and reasons for selecting a particular

research topic, while Jews and the areligious would have more intellec-

tual motivations and reasons for topic selection. We will look first

at topic selection to see if this process varies by religi -.,. classi-

fication.

There are everal important differenc s in topic sel ction

between religious groups, and they are in the anticipated direction.

Regarding the source of their research topic we asked authors "How

did the topic of the nap:Jr mentioned above come to your attention?"
.

Jews and the areligious are more likely than Protestants to indicate

that the most important source of their topic was their "own reflec-
. .

tion, i.e , mot based on previous researCh or others. idea -al Per

cent of Jews' and 18 per cent of the areligious compared to 13 per cent
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of Protestants indicate th"- was the most important source of their

topic (see Table 3, Appendix VII-1).1 Perhaps Jews and the areligi-

ous are more likely than Protestants to derive their research topic

from an intell ctual source.

We also asked authors, "What was it about this topic which

attracted you?" The biggest difference in attraction of research topic

among different religions occurs among those who liked the topic

because it was "important for developing or testing a behavioral

science h ory." Twenty-four per cent of Jews and 20 per cent of the

areligious indicate this reason, compared to only 8 per cent of Protes-

(see Table 4 in Appendix VII-1). Again, Jews and the areligious are

more likely than Protestants to cite an intellectual reason for select-

ing their research topic.

In addition, the areli ious and Jews are less likely than

Protestants or other religions to be attracted to a research topic

because of its "importance for solvinr a concrete problem in education,"

which indicates a pragmatic orientation. Thirty-three per cent of

Protestants compared to 26 per cent of Jews and 22 per cent

areligious indicated this as the most important reason they were

Prom these findings

we conclude that Jews and the areligious are more likely- to select

Although the percentage differences between religious groups
with respect to topic selection may seem small, they are the largest
variations in tonic selection observed in the study. Most of the key
variables in this study (for example, type of doctorate and research
orientation) were not related to topic selection.
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their research topics for intellectual reasons, while Protestants are

more likely to select research topics for pragmatic reasons.

Furthermore, religious classification is also an indicator of

more general motivations for doing research. Pie tapped motivations

with the following questionnaire item:

Of course, many factors motivate individuals to do research.

Regarding your usual research motives, how would you distribute

10 points among the following (so the total equals 10)?

Seventy-eight per cent of Jews and 73 per cent of the areligieu com-

pared to 63 per cent of Protestants gave one or more points to being

motivated by "curiosity about substantive questions in a behavioral

science field," another indicator of their greater intellectual

orientation (see Appendix V11-2).

These findings make it quite evident that religion is an indi-

cator of what lee can call intellectual orientation. The question

remains--is it this intellectual orientation that explains why religi-

ous classification is related to quality? To test this interpretation,

we examine the relationship between religion and research quality,

while controlling for intellectual orientatitin (Table VII 11). And,

indeed we find that intellectual orientation does reduce the relation-

ship b tween religion and contribution to theory. Protestants are

almost as likely as Jews or the areligious to contribute to theory
. .

provided they are very intellectually oriented. Differences between

religious groups remain with respect to practice and methods,, however,

even when intellectual orientation is equally great (when the ratings

of the two dimensions are averaged): 43 per cent of the areligioum and
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47 per cent of Jews compared to 29 per cent of Protestants are contrib-

uting te educational practice and using good research methods.
1 Among

the less intellectually oriented, Protestants are doing better research

than the areligious; 30 per cent of Protestants compared to 21 per cent

of the areligious are doing good research.
2

In sum, the relation of religion te quality is partially

explained by intellectual orientation. Furthermore, Jews and the areli-

gious do better research only when they are intellectually oriented.

If we return to the beginning of this section, and substitute the term

intellectually oriented for Jews and the areligious, many of the find-

ings in this section become more understandable. We can see now why

the relationship between religious classification (which really seems

to be an indicator of intellectual orientation) and research quality is

contingent upon high academic adhievement. It is not enough to be

intellectually oriented, as are the Jews and the areligious, academic

adhievement is needed as well.

Further, we can conPrehend why the relation between religion

and quality is intensified by having a behavioral science doctorate .

noted in Chapter VI obtaining a behavioral science dectorate'is

related to less practice-oriented socialization, o greater graduate

and career research experience, and to greater researdh orientation.

&Thei remaining relationship between religious classification
and quality might be due to the more cosmopolitan background of Jelom

compared to Protestants. We did not have the necessary data to test

this hypothesis, however.

2Therel are too few Jews who are not inteilectuany oriented to

make statements about them.
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Moreover, we found evidence to support the idea that the behavioral

sciences have a higher level of theoretical development than does

education. Therefore, it is not surprising that the combination of

religious classification and a behavioral science doctorate are relat d

to even better research. Finally, we can understand why the relation

of religion (i.e., intellectual orientation) is contingent upon career

research experience. It is n t enough to be intellectually oriented,

one must have research experience if intellectual orientation is to

enhance quality.

Socio-Economic Status

We measured the socio-economic status (SES) of authors in this

sample by the educational level of their parents. Barger did not

collect this information in his study, but Buswell did. He found

only 13 per cent of the fathers and 8 7 per cent of the mothers of the

researchers he studied were college graduates, and ihe concluded that

the researchers were a very upwardly mobile population.
1 Similarly,

among Wilder's reading researchers, the fathers of only 17 per cent

were college graduates. As Hagstrom has pointed out,
2
only 28 per cent

of university professors in educational fields were sons of fathers who

had attended college, compared to 39 per cent of the social scientists

in, U.S. universities. Hagstrom does not draw out the implications of

Buswell, et al., Training for Educational R search.

2
Hagstrom, "Educational Researchers."

3
Ibid.
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this finding. He notes that those in educational fields are more

likely to have made their career choice later in life, to have pursued

a career with more changes in it, to have a characteristic ideology

with a service emphasis, and to be less committed to a reference group

of disciplinary colleagues, although he does not discuss the relation-

1
ship of these pharacteristics to upward mobility. Mor does he suggest

how the greater upward mobility of people in education might affect the

quality of their research.

Among authors in our sample, 29 per cent had fathers who

attended or graduated from college. This is consistent w3th Hagstrom's

finding since 38 per cent of this population are in the behavioral

s iences. As noted at the beginning of this Chapter, there is evidence

for contradictory expectations about the relationship between SES and

quality. The socio-economic status of the researcher's family has no

striking relationship to research quality (Table VII-12). Twenty-six

per cent of those whose fathers were elementary school graduates are

doing good research compared to 21 per cent of those whose fathers

attended graduate school. Authors wh)se fathers attended high school

or college are doing slightly better research, but the differences are

small and not worth analyzing in detail. Therefore we will not con-

sider parental SES further in our analysi



TABLE VII-12

RESEARCH QUALITY BY SES (EDUCATION OF FATHER)

Research Quality

Contribution
to theory:

Above average 28%

Average 16

-BelOWaverage 56

100%
(64)

Elementa-
or Less

Contribution
to practice:

Above average 30

Average 30

Below average 41

100%
(64)

Use of
research methods:

Aboire average 20

Average 28

Below average 52

100%
(64)

Education of Father

High School College
or or
Grad. Colle e Grad.

32

28

101%
(148)

35

31

99%
(102)

32 31

35 40

32 20

99% 99%
(148) (102)

36

38

26

100% 100%
(147) (102)

229

Some Graduate
School or

Grad. Degree

19

32

48

99%
(31)

26

29

45

100%
(31)

19

32

48

99%
(31)
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Age

We are interested in age as an historical phenomenon, in terms

of what it portends for educational research. As we noted in the

beginning of this chapter, there is some evidence for expecting younger

authors to do better research. In view of this it is not surprising

that age has a negative linear relationship to quality. Among

researchers under thirty, 36 per cent are doing good research, compared

to only 22 per cent of researchers fifty or older (Table VII-13).

Younger authors are doing better research than older ones primarily

when they received doctorates in education rather than in the behav.-

ioral sciences (Table VII-14). Why might this be the

authors with both types of doctorates are more likely

oriented than are older ones (rable VII-15). When we

-aship between youth and quality, while holding con

case? Younger

to be researdh

examine the rela-

tont researdh

or entation, we see that the research orientation of younger authors

explains their tendency tt do better research, except with respect to

theory (rable VII46). Among the research oriented, 52 per cent of

younger authors -ompared to 38 per cent of older ones are contributing

to theory, but there is no difference according to age with respect to

practice or use of research methods. These findings suggest that the

relation between youth and quality is explained by the greater research

orientation of younger authors, except wlth respect to theory. Among

teadhing oriented authors, however, the younger ones do considerably

better research than older ones. This suggests that among younger

authors, the teaching orientation may not be as detrimental for th

quality of their research as it is among older



TABLE VII-13

RESEARCH QUALITY BY AGE

Research Quality

ribution to theory:

Abo average

Average

Below average

Contribution to p a ice:

Above average

Average

Below average

Use of research metho s:

Above average

Average

Below average

Age

231

Under 30 39 40-49 50 or More

20

_40

100%

(25)

32

28

40

100%

(25)

36

36

_28

100%

(25)

31

34

99%

(151)

38

31

100%

(151)

34

100%

(150)

28

25

47

lop%

1 1)

31

34

35

1.0096

(121)

31

31

100%

(121)

22

24

54

100%

(S4)

28

32

41

101%

(54)

17

35

48

100%

(54)

2
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In sum, the tendency of younger education doctorates to do

better research than older ones is largely explained by their greater

research orientation. When r s arch orientation is held constant,

younger authors surpass older ones only with respect to contribution to

theory. This suggests that the role socialization of younger authors

somehow facilitates their contributing to theory with their research.

Undergraduate Performance

As noted in the beginning of this chapter, a number of observers

have urged improving the quality of recruits entering educational

research. Despite the tremendous emphasis on the importance of recruit-

ing more talented people into research, however, undergraduate perform-

ance
1 has only a small positive relationship to better theory and

methods, and a negative relationship to practice (Table VII-17). This

small relationship should be qualified by one consideration, however.

Those concerned about raising the caliber of recruits entering educa-

tional research are speaking of all entrants to the field, whereas we

are analyzing a very small proportion of those originally recruited.

Mlafty people entering educational research do not become active

researchers like the ones in this sample. Therefore it is possi lc

1
Undergraduat performance was measUred as follows= First,

undergraduate school selectivity was measured by using Berelson's rank-

ing of colleges and universities, Cass and Birnbaum's evaluation of

the admissions selectivity of colleges and universities, and an index

of school resources developed at the Bureau of Applied Social Ntesearh,

Second, we asked authors if they had won any academic honors as an

undergraduate. If an author earned one or more academic honors in a

highly selective undergraduate college or university, he was classified

as being a high performer. If not, as being an average performer.



TABLE VII-17

RESEARCH QUALITY BY UNDERGRADUATE PERFORMANCE

Research Quality
Undergraduate Performance

High Average

Contribution to theory:

Above average

Average

Below average

Contribution to practice:

Above average

Average

Below average

Use of research methods:

Above average

Average

Below average

35%

30

100%

(88)

27%

41

_32

100%

(88)

29

27

44

100%

(264)

32%

33

35

100%

(264)

29

32 33

31 39

101% 100%

(88) (263)
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that at this level undergraduate performance may be a relatively minor

variable in explainrng quality, while at the point of entry it is a

very important factor.

A further issue remains. Are behavioral scientists doing

better research than education doctorates because they were better

undergraduate performers? Many people have assumed this to be the case.

When we examine the data, however, we see that better undergraduate

performers and average performers are about equally likely to earn

doctorates in education and in the behavioral sciences (Table VII-18).

Among high performers, 64 per cent earn education doctorates, while

among average performers 67 per cent earn education doctorates. Better

undergraduate performers are just as likely to have the same type of

role socialization, in other respects besides type of doctorate, as

are average performers.

TABLE

TYPE OF DOCTORATE BY UNDERGRADUATE PERFORMANCE

Type of Doctorate
Undergraduate Performance

1

1

Average

Education

Behavioral Sciences

lxa%

(564)
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In sum, while undergraduate performance has a small positive

relationship te contribution to theory and use of research methods,

explains much less variation in quality than does either role sociali-

zation or intellectual orientation. Therefore, we will not consider it

further in our analysis.

Summary

In this chapter we have seen that females, the areligious, Jews,

and younger authors, are doing better research. The upwardly mobile do

no better research than the socially stable, and high undergraduate

performers do only slightly better research than average performers.

The finding that females, the &religious, and Jews do better research

is not explained by different patterns of role socialization, although

those relationships are sometimes contingent upon or increased by

socialization. Instead we discovered that intellectual orientation (as

measured by being motivated to do research by substantive curiosity

about questions in a behavioral science field) largely explains why

females, the areligious, and Jews do better research. When intellec-

tual orientation is held constant, males are just as likely as females

and Protestants are almost a

doing better research.

likely as Jews and the areligious to be

The major explanation of why younger authors

do better research seems to be their greater researdh orientation.

Among the research oriented younger authors differ from older ones

only w th respect to their greater contribution to theory.

Our analysis s o far suggests two key variables that affect

research quality, namely intellectual orientation and research
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orienta ion. The ques ion remains--are these two orientations indepen-

dently related to better research? Our data indicate that both

research orientation and intellectual orientation are independently

related to better research (Table VII-19).

one increases the relationship between the

who are research oriented are likely to do

if they are also intellectually oriented.

Moreover, the presznce of

other and quality. Authors

better research, especially

Among the intellectually

oriented, 48 per cent of the research oriented are doing good research

compared to 25 per cent of the service oriented (a difference of 23 per

cent) whereas among the less intellectually oriented 30 per cent of

the research oriented do better research compared to 19 per cent of the

service oriented (a difference of only 11 per cent). Similarly, being

intell:xtually oriented is related to better research among all authors,

but it h lps quality even more among those who are research oriented.

Among the research oriented, 48 per cent of the intellectually oriented

are doing good research compared to 30 per cent of the less intellec-

tually oriented (a difference of 18 per cent), whereas among the teach-

ing oriented, 32 per cent of the intellectually oriented do good

research compared to 24 per cent of the less inte

(a difference of only 8 per cent).

As we can see from the above figures, research orientation has

a stronger relationship to quality than does intellectual orientetion,

when the two are considered together. These findings can be added to

lectually oriented

the flow chart from Chapter VI (see Figure VII-1).

action between intellectual orientation and resear orientation in



T
A
B
L
E
 
V
I
I
-
1
9

R
E
S
E
A
R
C
H
 
Q
U
A
L
I
T
Y
 
B
Y
 
(
R
O
L
E
)
 
O
R
I
E
N
T
A
T
I
O
N

B
Y
 
I
N
T
E
L
L
E
C
T
U
A
L
 
O
R
I
E
N
T
A
T
I
O
N

I
n
t
e
l
 
e
c
t
u
a
l
 
O
r
i
e
T
t
a
t
i
o
n

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

Q
u
a
l
i
t
y

A
B
O
V
E
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E

c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

t
o
 
t
h
e
o
r
y

A
B
O
V
E
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E

c
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

t
o
 
p
r
a
c
t
i
c
e

A
B
O
V
E
 
A
V
E
R
A
G
E

u
s
e
 
o
f

r
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
 
m
e
t
h
O
d
s

H
i
g
h

M
e
d
i
u
m

I
L
o
w

R
e
s
t
a
r
d

(
R
o
l
e
)
 
O
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

1
T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

o
r
 
A
d
m
i
n

S
e
r
v
i
c
e
,

o
r
 
0
 
h

T
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e

T
 
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
S
e
 
v
i
c
e

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

o
r
 
A
d
m
i
n
 
o
r
 
O
t
h
e
r

o
r
 
A
d
m
i
n
 
o
r
 
O
t
h
e
r

6
1
%

3
1

(
4
6
)

(
3
2
)

3
5

3
8

(
4
6
)

(
3
2
)

4
9

(
4
5
)

2
8

(
3
2
)

(
2
5
1

(
1
2
)

[
2
5
]

(
1
2
)

[
2
5
]

(
1
2
)

4
4

4
8
)

4
8
-

(
4
8
)

5
2

(
4
8
)

-
2
2

1
5

2
5

2
8

1
2

(
6
0
)

(
2
7
)

(
2
8
)

(
5
8
)

(
2
5
)

2
3
,

2
2

3
2

(
6
0
)

(
2
7
)

(
2
8
)

2
0

2
2

3
2

(
6
0
)

(
2
7
)

2
8
)

2
2

(
5
8
)

2
2

(
5
8
)

2
4

(
2
5
)

2
0

(
2
5
)



F
I
G
U
R
E
 
V
I
I
-
1

I
N
T
E
R
R
E
L
A
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
B
A
C
K
G
R
O
U
N
D
,
 
S
O
C
I
A
L
I
Z
A
T
I
O
N
,

A
N
D
 
R
E
S
E
A
R
C
H
 
Q
U
A
L
I
T
Y

R
e
l
i
g
i
o
u
s

C
l
a
s
s
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

(
J
e
w
i
s
h
 
o
r

a
r
e
l
i
g
i
o
u
s
)

S
e
x

F
e
m
a
l
e

A
g
e

Y
o
u
t
h

1
W
e
r
z
r
a
d
u
a

P
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e
 
1

I
n
t
e
l
l
e
c
t
u
a
l
 
O
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h

O
r
i
e
n
t
a
t
i
o
n

R
e
s
e
a
r
c
h
 
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y



242

relation to quality is tndicated with the arrow drawn from the line

connecting the two variables.

In the next chapter we direct our attention to the organiza-

tional settings in which the authors did their research, to see if

settings increase our understanding of what affects research quality.
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CHAPTER VIII

RESEARCH SETTINGS AND qUALITY

The evidence we have considered so far indicates that role

socialization (as summarized by research orientation) and intellectual

orientation are related to better research. An additional explanation

of research quality has been offered by observers of educational

research who emphasize the importance of the setting in which a

resea cher works. We will consider four settings which are frequently

mentioned in relation to quality. These settings are: (1) university

or other organizational affiliation, (2) school or department, (3)

departmental prestige, and (4) affiliation with a university research

center. We will briefly examine each of these settings.

A major issue in educational research is whether research

should be conducted in universities in specialized agencies which are

independent of universities, OY in some other setting. Some feel that

the university is the best setting because research should be con-

ducted in a situation where close contact can be maintained with new

conceptual and theoretical developments. On the other hand, others

argue that independent, non-profit organizations offer unique oppor-

tunities for doing researdh. In a report to the Board of Directors of

AIR, the following advantages were noted:

246
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full-time research staff,
continuity of effort,
planning of desired objectives and priorities,
definitive studies,
availability of advanced techn 1 gy,
advisory resources,
interdisciplinary team approach,
utilization of outstanding research talent,
flexibility of location,
evaluation of the research conducted there,
organizational grants for pilot research projects.

1

These advantages would not be accepted by all observers of independent

agencies, however. In a study of the organization for research in the

social sciences made a few years ago by Young, the following conclusion

tas reached on the subject of independent agencies:

There is no substantial evidence that research in the social
sciences dissociated from academic life is more favorably
situated for efficient operation by virtue of its isolation.
-Indeed, there seems to be nothing that an independent agency
can do which cannot be done at least as well and possibly
better in close association with an educational institution.

In view of these differences of opinion, we have no definite expecta-

tions about the relationship between organizational affiliation and

quality. At the same time, these opinions emphasize the importance of

examining this issue.

Other observe s have suggest d that the school or department

in which research is conducted affects its quality. Schools of

1American Institutes for Research, Report to the Board of

Directors, October 26, 1964. (Xeroxed.)

2Donald Young, "Organization for Research in the Social

Sciences" (lew York: Russell Sage Foundation, p. 20; mimeographed),

cited in Sam D. Sieber, "Existing Organizational Patterns in Educa-

tional Research," in The Trainin and Nurture of Educational Research-

ers, p. 160.

3
See for example, Corwin, "Patterns of Educational Research,

Hagstrom, "Educational Researchers," and Sieber, "Organization of

Educational Research." 241
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education are closely tied to the service needs of public schools, they

argue, thereby creating a climate which impedes good research. The

service orientation of schools of education means that research may be

conducted under crisis-oriented circumstances, resulting in research

that is under-concept- alized and thereby makes only a short-run con-

tribution to educational problems. Also, the definition of research is

affected by the climate of schools of education, 50 that school surveys

and other service activities are often confused with research, as

Sieber documented.
1 Further, the demands of school systens divert

manpower from research into service activities. Finally, the close

contact with educational systems may occasionally result in research

undertaken to legitimize existing programs. These conditions probably

affect research adversely.

It is generally assumed that better research will be produced

in departments with higher prestige, because these departments can

attract and select more talented faculty and students. Ili addition,

Sieber's study
2 showed that schools of education with reputations for

doing better research were more likely to have greater contact with

the liberal arts, to have more-facilitative arrangements for research,

to emphasize research background over teaching experience in hiring

of faculty, etc. Therefore, we expect that authors in more prestig-

ious departments will have done better research.

1Sieber,

-Ibid.

aaization of Educational Res arch.
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Finally, students of research settings often remark that the

best setting fer research is a university research center. Such

centers provide facilities and an intellectual climate for research, as

well as offering valuable social supports for r search. Moreover, in

such;m setting an author may find collaborators with skills and orien-

tations which complement his own, thereby enhancing his research.

Sieber has described in greater detail these settings for

educational research in the United States and the type of work which is

conducted in them. In this chapter we will examine the relationship

between these settings and research quality to see if research settings

provide a supplementary explanation of quality.

University or Other Organizational SettinA

We assume that certain organizational settings, especially

universities and specialized agencies,' provide more time, intellectual

interaction, facilities, and possibly more funds for research than

other settings. Therefore we expect that auttors working in universi-

ties and in specialized agencies will do better research than authors

working in other organizations. We asked authors,

At the time of this research, what was your main institutional
affiliation? University, college, school system, state department
of education, private agency, er other (please specify). [See

Question 1.10 in the Questionnaire, Appendix 11-5.]

1
Sam D. Sieber, "Institutional Settings for Educational

Research in the U.S." in Educational Charg9 in the U.S., ed. by Egon

Cuba (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University, 1967), prepared for UNESCO.

2These specialized agencies are non-governmental organizations
such as Educational Testing Service or the American Institutes -of

Research.
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As expected, authors who were working in a uni ersity or a

specialized agency when they wrote their research paper produced
1

better research than those working in colleges, sch-ol systems, or

other organizations (7able VIII-1). Forty-two per cent of those in

specialized agencies, 34 per cent of those in universities, 21 per cent

of those in colleges and 15 per cent of those in school systems did

good researc .
University authors contributed more to theory and

specialized agency authors used better research methods, and they both

contributed more to educational practice than authors working in other

organizations.

TABLE VIII-1

RESEARCH QUALITY BY ORGANIZATIONAL AFFILIATION

Research Quality

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution
to theory

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution
to practice

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of
research methods

Specialized
Agency

[33%]
(15)

[40]
(15)

[53]
(15)

Organizational Affiliation

School
University College Other

System

35 19 13 [7]

(264) (36) (30) (15)

33 19 23 [20]

(264) (36) (30) (15)

33 25 10 [20]

(263) (36) (30) (15)

1The reader will note that in this chapter, unlike in other

chapters, we present our results in the past tense, e.g., authors in

particular settings did better research. We do this because we want

to make it clear that we are considering the relationship between

working in a given setting when a specific piece of research was done,

and the rated quality of that particular research paper.
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1 hough the number of authors who worked in specialized

agencies is small, these data suggest that research does not need to be

conducted in universities in order to contribute to theory. Authors in

specialized agencies contributed virtually as much to theory as did

university-based authors, and they surpassed university-based authors

with respect to their contribution to practice and their use of

research methods.

Authors in either universities or specialized agencies did much

better research than authors affiliated with any other type of organi

zation. The poor showing of authors in colleges, school systems, or

other organizations suggests several factors that may be important for

better research. First, we may infer that it is more difficult for

authors in colleges to stay abreast of the theoretical, practical and

methodological issues in edwational research. Authors in school

systems and other settings may be similarly isolated from the issues of

research. Moreover, such authors may be required by their jobs to do

research on particular problems, whether or not those questions con-

tribute to theory or practice and whether or not methods exist (or are

known to the author) for studying the problems. Finally, authors in

all three of these types of settings may lack colleagues with whom to

discuss their research problems.

It is possible that the above relationships between organiza-

tional affiliation and quality are really explained by the orientations

of authors who worked in those settings. In the previous chapters we

noted two orientations which are strongly related to Sual ty, namely
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intellectual orientation and research orientation. Authors affili ted

with all of the above types of organizations were equally likely to be

intellectually oriented (see Table 1, Appendix VIII-1). About two-

thirds of them in each setting were intellectually oriented. In con-

trast, authors' research orientation is related to their organizational

affiliation. Sixty-seven per cent of authors in specialized agencies

(or other non-academic organizations) were research oriented, followed

by authors in universities (35 per cent) or colleges (35 per cent) and

trailed by those in school systems (20 per cent) (Table VIII-2). Th

fore, it is possible that orientation explains the relationship between

organizational affiliation and quality. There are too few authors in

special zed agencies to consider them separately while holding research

orientation constant. Therefore, we had to combine them with authors

in other organizations which probably lessened the relationship between

being in a specialized agency and quality. Our data suggest that the

relationship between working in a university and quality is partially

explained by research orientation (Table VIII-3). Among the research'

oriented, 47 per cent of those in universities compared to 38 per cent

of those in specialized agencies or other settings did good research.

When research orientation is held constant, univer. ity affiliation is

related primarily to better contribution to theory: SO per cant of

authors in universities contributed to theory compared to 29 per cent

of those in specialized agencies or other organizations. When research

oriented, authors in other organizations were just as likely to on-

tribute to practice and use better methods of research as university-

based authors.
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To summarize, authovg in specialized agencies seem to have done

the best researcl with respect to practice and methods, and university-

based authors were almost as likely to have dohe good r search on all

dimensions. Authors in colleges seem not to have done as much good

research as those in universities even when research oriented. This

may be because they were isolated froM research issUes, and because

that isolation impeded their research efforts.

1
School.or De-artm nt

As cited earlier, several observers have noted that service to

school systems is emphasized to the detriment of tesearch in schools of

edir-zacion. In view of this opinion, we wanted to examine the relation-

ship between departmental affiliation and quality.

Since a number of behavioral science doctorates in our sample

worked in schools of education, we controlled for any misleading

effects this might have on the relationship between department and

quality. We did this by relating departmental affiliation to quality,

while holding constant type of doctorate. When type of doctorate is

held constant, authors working in schools of education were as likely

to do good research as those in liberal arts departments (Table VIII-4).

The significant fac2or for research quality, then, seems to be the type

of doctorate received by authors rather than the department in which

they were working when they wrote their paper. Among behavioral

science doctorates, 41 per cent of those in schools of education did

1
-Throughout our discussion we use the terms school or depart-

ment interchangeably.
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good research co*Ared to 40 pet teht of those in behavioral science

departments. Among edUcatibil docioli,ates, 31 per cent of those in

behavioral science AetlatiMentt coffipared to 29 Per cent of those in

educatibn depattMents produced good research.

TABLE VIII-4

RESEARCH QUALITY BY DEPARTMENTAL AFFILIATION
BY TYPE OF DOCTORATE

Research
Quality

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution
to theory

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution
to practice

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of
research methods

Type
Behavioral Sciences

Doctorate

Behavioral
S iences

43
(54)

35
(54)

41
(54)

ar en
Education

1 Affiliation
Behavioral

Educat n Education
Sciences

43 32
(21) (22)

33 23

(21) (22)

48 38
(21) (22)

29
(147)

28
(147)

29
(147)

There is one interesting exception to these tendencies, and

that concerns the dimension of research methods. Authors working in

departments different from the one in which they received their doctor-

ate used better research methods than those working in the same type of

department. Thus, 7 per cent more of those who re4..eived behavioral

science doctorates and worked in a school of education used better

methods than their doctoral colleagues in liberal arts departmezsts.

26
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Similarly, education doctorates in liberal arts departments were

9 per cent more likely to be using good research methods than educa-

tion doctorates in schools of education. Perhaps there is something

about working in a setting different from one's background that fosters

clarification and imi ovement of research methods,. We might speculate

that constant questioning from people who may not share the same

methodological assumptions and approaches sharpens o e's use of

research methods.

In Chapter V we noticed that most of the dissonant ratings of

the three dimensions (i.e., those rated high on one dimension of

quality and low on another) were made by judges who received their

degrees in the behavioral sciences and then went to work in schools of

education. That finding, together with the data here, supports the

interpretation that a combination of different perspectives enhances

one's use of research methods, and one's ability to be more sensitive

to the requirements of good research.

Our aforemen-Ooned findings suggest that observers who lament

the deleterious effect of schools of education on research quality

should look one step ear-ier in the process. What they say about the

service orientation of schools of education is probably true, but the

data here suggest that this service orientation affects the research

quality of people trained in schools of education but not the research

of faculty members working there. TYpe of doctorate rather than

departmental affiliation is what affects quality. As we have already

noted in previous Chapters, education doctorates are much more likely

#57
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to have practice-oriented socialization, less likely to have graduate

or career research experience, and thus less likely to be research

oriented.

These data indicate that critics of educational researe are

correct, to a certain extent. The apparently practice-oriented nature

et schools of education does not foster the development of researchers.

Furthermore, by hiring primarily education graduates, schools of educa-

tion seem to perpetuate a practice-oriented rather than a research-

oriented climate, with adverse effects on quality. In brief, our data

suggest that the generally lower quality of research produced in

schools of education is explained by the type of doctorate of people

hired to work in schools education rather than by affiliation with

a schoo of education Eer se.

Departmental Prestige

Because of selective hiring and presumably more stimulating

'Intellectual interaction, we expect that people working in more

prestigious university departments' will do better research than those

working in less prestigious departments. This is true to a surpris-

ingly small extent, however (Table VIII-B). Thirty-seven per cent of

those in more prestigious departments did good research, compared to

31 per cent of those in less prestigious departments. One reason that

this difference is not greater may be that those from less prestigious

departments who publish are already somewhat atypical of.those

1See Appendix 41-3 for a description of how departmental

prestige exa.s measured.
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generally Wotking thet . Another explanation for the small relation-

ship betweeh departmental prestige and quality may stem from the facnt

that more education -,_rithis than discipline departments were

evaluated as prestigious, which may distort the re5ults reported in

Table VII -5. Therefore, We explore the relationship between depart-

mefital pi-estige and qhality, while holding constant type of department

(Table Vitt-6).

TABLE VIIi-S

RESEARCEi QUAIA BY PRESTIG
WI1E WROTE PAP

OF DEPARTMENT
L.tR

Research Quality
Departmental Prestige

High Other

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to theory

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to practice

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of reseal:a methods

59%
(57)

St
(57)

57
(57)

32
(240)

30
(240)

0)

We see that departmental prestige is related td better research

primarily in behavioral science rather than in education departments.

In the behavioral sciences, departmental prestige is related to better

theory and methods while in education prestige is related to contribu-

tion to practice. In the behavioral sciences 57 per cent of authors

in the more prestigious departments used good methods compared to

30 per cent of those in less prestigious departments, and SO per cent

249



TABLE VIII-6

RESEARCH QUALITY BY DEPARTMENTAL PRESTIGE
BY DEPARTMENTAL AFFILIATION

Research Quality

2 7

Departmental Affiliation

Behavioral Sciences Education

Dei artmental Presti

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to

theory

practice

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of research methods

32
(149)

29
(149)

32
(149)
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compared with 35 per cent contributed to theory. In the behavioral

sciences, however, departmental prestige is negatively related to

practice: 29 per cent of those in prestigious departments compared

with 34 per cent in less prestigious departments contributed to prac-

tice. In schools of education on the other hand departmental pres-

tige is related primarily to better practice: 35 per cent compared

with 29 per cent in less prestigious departments contributed to prac-

tice. It is notable that those at prestigious schools of education

did no better research than those in less prestigious behavioral

science departments.

In sum, we have seen that departmental prestige is related to

better theory and methods in the behavioral sciences, and to better

contribution to practice in education departments. This association

between prestige ard the different dimensions of quality provides a

clue to what is vaLued in the two fields. Education seems to value

contribution to practice above all else. Because contribution to

practice is related to prestige in education we assume that is what

is valued most; while in the behavioral sciences, contribution to

practice seems to have a negative value, while contribution to theory

and use of research methods are positively valued. By themselves these

data are only directional, that is, they indicate the direction an

interpretation might take. In the next chapter, however, we find

additional evidence in support of this interpretation.
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University ResearClk ureau Staff Membership

In Chapter Vi We saW tilat working ih a research bureau as a

graduate student and being a research center staff member were posi-

tively related to better research. In this section we focus on uni-

versity resarch stákf members. We assume that research staff members

have the chance to pool talents skills and ideas, as well as the

opportunity tor more research experience. Therefore we expect them to

have done better research than independen, faculty members. We antici-

pate this despite the findings of an earlier study by Ferse11.1 In

that Study of authors in graduate schools of education, the quality of

research done by research bureau staff members was compared with that

of independent faculty members. Surprisingly, no difference was found

in the quality of resea ch done by the two groups of authors. There

are two differences between the present study and the earlier one that

lead us to expect different findings. First this study includes

behavioral scientists as well as education doctorates. Second, this

study corrers a much larger sample of authors (901 compared with 102).

Differences between these two studies lead us to expect that our

original hypothesis may be confirmed in this study namely that authors

in Naiversity research centers do better research than independent

,ieaculty members.

Our data indicate that research staff members produced better

research than non-staff members, regardless of the type of research

center in which they worked (Table VIII-7). Forty-three per cent of

Persell, "Measuring Educational Research Quality."
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TABLE VITT-7

RESEARCH QUALITY BY RESEARCH BUREAU STAFF STATUS
BY ORGANIZATIONAL AFFILIATION

Research
Quality

ganizational Affi iat on

University

Yes No

Specialized Agenc
or Other

R9search Bureau Staff

College

Yes No Yes No

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution
to theory

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution
to practice

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of
research methods

43°

(63)

46
(63)

40
(62)

33
(194)

25
(20)

10
(29) (3)

23
(31)
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university research tAireaU staff members and 35 per cent of specialized

agency staff memberS are doing good research, compared to 30 per cent

ok indeliendel4 Lniversity faculty. FrOM now on, we will be concerned

only with Authors in a university research bureau, compared with

independent faculty authors.

University research staff were slightly more likely than

independent faculty to be intellectually oriented. Therefore it is

possible that intellectual orientation explains why they do better

research. Our data, however, indicate that intellectual orientation

and research staff membership are independently related to better

research. When analyzed jointly 55 per cent of intellectually

oriented university research staff members d d better research compared

to 25 per cent of less intellectually oriented independent faculty

(Table VIII-8).

Aside from Deing more intellectually oriented, universitY

research staff were more research oriented than independent faculty as

well. Consequently, we do not know if it is authors research orienta-

tion or their research staff status that enhanced the quality of their

research. It is alLe possible, of course, that research orientation

and research staff status are independently related to quality, when

considered together.

With respect to this question, our data reveal several striking

findings. University research staff members did better work than

independent faculty only when they were research orient d (Table VIII-9).'

Among university research staff, 57 per cent of the research oriented



TABLE VIII-8

RESEARCH QUALITY BY UNIVERSITY RESEARCH BUREAU

STAFF STATUS BY INTELLECTUAL ORIENTATION

Resear(41
Quality

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution
to theory

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution
to practice

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of
researdh methods

262

Intellectual Orientation

High Medium

Universit Research Bureau Staff?

No Yes No Yes

Low

59%
(17)

48 36 28 40

(54) (25) (79) (20)

53
(17)

30 48 28 40

(54) (25) (79) (20)

44
(16) (54) (25)

29 40

(79) (20)

26
(58)

26
(58)

22
(58)



TABLE V111-9

RESEARCH QUALITY BY UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CENTER
STAFF STATUS BY ORIENTATION

Research
Quality

Orientation
Research

Yes

Teaching or---r---
Administration

University_Research Staff Member

263

Service or Other

No Yes No

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution
to theory

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution
to practice

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of
researCh methods

58%
(33)

47 16 32

(55) (19) (100)

58
33)

33 26 27
(55) (19) (100)

56
32

46 21 26
(55) (19) (100)

Yes No

11
(11) (36)

22
(11) (36)

19

(11) (36)
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compared to 21 per cent of authors who were Aot research oriented did

better research. By itself being a staff mcmber of a university

research center did not significantly enhance research quality. In

order for this structural arrangement to facilitate better research,

authors needed to be research oriented (i.e., prefer research first as

a professional activity). In short, the strong positive relationship

between university research staff status and better research is

generally contingent upon being research orientei.

Research orientation is related to better research even when

research center staff membership is held constant. That relationship

is sharply increased, however, among research center staff members.

Among the research oriented, 57 per cent of staff members did better

researe., compared to 42 per cent of non-staff. This suggests that

research oriented authors Oho worked in a facilitative setting did

better research than those who were research oriented but did not work

in such a setting.

We found earlier that work in a research center as a graduate

student was related to better research only when it occurred in a

prestigious department. The question now arises of whether the rela-

tionship between being a university research staff member and quality

contingent upon high departmental prestige Our data indicate that

it is not. Research staff members produced better research, regardless

of the prestige of the department in which they worked (Table VIII-10).

eover researdh staff membership seems

-tionship betw en departmental prestige and quality.



TABLE VITI-10

RESEARCH QUALITY BY UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CENTER
STAFF STATUS BY DEPARTMENTAL PRESTIGE

Research Quality

'65

Departmental Prestige Where Paper
Was Written

High

University Res

Yes No

a ch S

Other

f Member

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to theory

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to p actice

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of research methods

4596

(20)

40
(20)

35
(37)

32
(37)

45 32
(20) (37)

Yes No

42 32
(43) (156)

48 27
(43) (156)

38 29
(42) (156)
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tendency of authors in more prestigious departments to have been

research center staff members seems to explain why departmental pres-

tige is related to quality. When authors in less prestigious depart-

ments were research center staff members, they were just as likely as

those in more prestigious departments to do bett r research. Among

research staff, 42 per cent of those in more prestigious depaxtments

did better research, compared to 43 per cent of those in less presti-

gious departments. (Among independent faculty, 31 per cent of those

in more prestigious departments compared with 28 per cent of those in

less prestigious departments produced better research.)

In sum, being a staff member of a university research bureau

enhanced the qualjty of work done by research oriented authors. When

authors were research oriented and also staff members of research

centers, nearly 60 per cent did good work. Clearly research centers

serve a very important facilitative function. Research staff did

better research than independent faculty even when intellectual orien-

tation and research orientation were held constant. Staff members

excelled at research, however, only when researdh oriented. If they

lacked that o ntation, they were less likely to do good resea ch than

independent faculty. In short, university research centers may facili-

tate better research through two processes. First

cente- as a graduate student increases career research experience,

noted in Chapter VI. Second

member enhanced the quality of work done by research orientect.autnors.

1
For a more extensive discussion of why research centers facil-

te research, see Sieber Reforming the Uhiversity.
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Summary

In this chapter we have seen that several research settings

seem to affect quality, independently of research orientati n and

intellectual orientation. University-based authors generally did

better research than those in colleges, school systems, or other set-

tings, although this is explained on all dimensions except theory by

their greater research orientation. While the number of examples is

too small to be conclusive, authors in specialized agencies also seem

to be doing better research than those in colleges, school systems, or

other organizations, albeit this may be due to their substantially

greater tendency to be research oriented. These findings suggest that

the issue of whether research should be done in universities or in

specialized agencies is somewhat spurious. The real differences in

research quality seem to be related to working in a university or

specialized agency, on the one hand compared to working in a college,

school system, or another organization, on the other.

In addition, we considered the issue of whether working in a

school of education was detrimental for research. We discovered that

type of doctorate rather than departmental affiliation seems to explain

why authors in behavioral science departments did better research than

did authors in schools of education. These data suggest that graduate

train ng may be more important far quality than the departmental set-

ting in which the work was done.

We al-o explored the assumption that authors in more presti-

gious departments do better macarch than those in less Pres igious
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departments, and found that they did, althoug=1 the difference is sur-

prisingly small. Prestige is more strongly related to better research

(specifically contribution to theory and use of research methods) in

the behavioral sciences than in education. In elucation, departmental

prestige seems to be more highly related to contribution to practice

than to theory or methods.

Finally, we examined the association between a university

research center and quality, and found that center staff did better

research than independent faculty, even when intellectual orientation

was held constant. When research orientation was held constant, how-

ever, we found that research bureau staff did better research than

independent faculty only when the were research oriented. We also

considered whether the relationship between research staff status and

better research was contingent upon departmental prestige, and found

that it was not. Instead, research staff status seemed to explain the

relationship between departmental prestige and quality. Apparently the

tendency of authors in prestigious departments to have been staff

members of research bureaus explains why they did better research than

authors in less prestigious departments. When authors in less presti-

gious departments were staff members of research centers, they were

)ust as likely to do good research as those in more prestigious

departments.
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CHAPTER IX

raE REWARD AND COMUNICATIO14 SYSTEMS

In the preceding analysis, we considered the background, role

socialization, and work settings of authors of recent educational

research in an effort to understand how these variAbles are related to

better research. In this chapter we widen our perspective and consider

the larger social system in which the authors work. The way the reward

system operates in the behavioral sciences and in education may be

related to the quality of work produced in the two fields. The mpor-

tance of the reward system in science has been stressed by such

sociologists of science as Cole, Merton Storer, and Zuckerman.
1 We

will refer to their work where relevant throughout this chapter.

The Operation of the Reward System

Rewards in a field may be allocated by several processes.

Zuckerman notes the following mechanisms for distributing rewards in

science: selective recruitment and socializatien allocation of jobs,

allocation of resources, differential access to publication, and

allocation of honorofic awards .2 In

1

this study we measure three o

Cole "Social Structure of Science"; Robert K. Merton, "The

Matthew Effect in Science," Science, January S. 1968, pp. 56-63;

Norman W. Storer, The Social System of Science (New Yoik: Holt,

Rinehart, and Winston, 1966); Harriet A. Zuckerman, "Stratification

in American Science," S2.91kiasim, XL (Spring), 235-57.

2
Zuckerman "Stratification in American Science
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these five processes: access to publication, allocation of resources

(research grants), and the allocation of positions.

Access to Publication

One reward the social-system of research offers is having one's

work published. If access to publication is selective and if acceptance

for publication is based on a paper's quality, then we would expect to

find a positive relationship between quality and published output. In

Physics more productive authors are likely to do better research than

less productive ones.1 Several studies have assumed that this relation-

ship exists in educational research as well and they have therefore

analysed antecedent conditions (e.g., training or communication patterns)

in relation to productivity rather &an in relation to quality. To

verify this assumption, and to understand the operation of one aspect of

the reward system in educational research, we devised a measure of

productivity based on the average number of research articles published

per year since the author's first publication.
2 (See Appendix IX-1 for

a further description of how this index of productivity was formed.)

Surprisingly, productivity is positively related to only one dimension

1Cole "Social Structure of Science."

2Blaine Worthen, of the Laboratory of Educational Research,
University of Colorado, has verified the method of asking respondents
to indicate how many research papers they have published. In his study
of research assistanceships, he asked respondents to report the number
of publications they had produced. Then he asked Eor a bibliography of
their publications. A sample of these bibliographies was checked by
consulting the original journals. He found that very few authors
reported more articles than actually had been published. This infor-
mation was reported to us by Blaine Worthen, in a conversation.
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of research quality, namely contribution to theory (Table IX- Thirty-

eight per cent of highly productive authors are contributing to theory,

compared to 25 per cent of the less productive. Productivity

virtually unrelated to contribution to actice or use of research

methods. Mer,over, the association that exists between productivity and

contribution to theory occurs only among authors in the behavioral

sciences (Table IX-2). Among behavioral science doctorates, 54 per cent

of the high producers are contributing to theory compared to 36 per cent

of low producers. Otherwi!oe there is no relationship between quality

and productivity. These data suggest that, with the exception of con-

tribution to theory in the behavioral sci nces, frequent publication

does not seem to be related to better research. Later in this chapter

we will return to the question of the likely consequences of a system

where being rewarded (in this case being published frequently) is

unrelated to quality.

The non-association between productivity and quality in educa-

tion has methodological significance for studies that have examined the

correlates of research productivity. Examination of factors which

affect productivity is interesting and important in its own right but it

is not identical with explanations of quality. The existence of rela-

tionships between background, training, or career experiences and

productivity may or may not indicate relationships between those charac-

teristics and quality.

Allocatian of Research Grants

Perhaps the absence of a relationship between productivity and



TABLE IX-1

RESEARCH QUALITY BY PRODUCTIVITY AVERAGE

ANNUAL NUMBER OF ARTICLES)

Research Quality

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to theory

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to practice

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of research methods

Average Annual Numbe74.

of Research Articles

<1

25%.
(8)

29
(98)

28

<2 2 ur

33 38

(82) (94)

31 32

(82) (94)

35 3

(82) (94)

more
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quality in education is simply one exception in an otherwise efficient

reward system. If so, we would expect that other rewards, such as

receiving a research grant,
1 would be related to better research.

asked authr

Have you ever applied for a research grant from the U.S.O.E.,
N.I.M.H., Ford, Rockefeller, or Carnegie foundations, or any

other such organization that supports researdh?

IF YES, have you ever received a research grant from such an

organization?

Fifty-nine per cent of respondents applied for research grants, and

70 per cent (398) of those received a grant.

Among those who applied for grants, it is surprising that

better researchers are no more likely to have received research grants

than poorer researchers, in either the behavior 1 sciences or in

education (Table IX-3), with one exception. In the behavioral scienc

authors whose papers were rated better with respect to research

methods are somewhat more likely to have received a research grant

during their careers: 82 per cant of those rated above average with

respect to research meth ds received grants, compared to 71 per cent

of those rated below

researehers have rec

better researchers.

average, In education, 75 per cent of average

ived a research grant, compared to; 66 per

We chose this measure of being funded ratherithan the one

taken from the question, "Did the project (on which the paper is based
receive financial support for research expenses from university funds,

a foundation, a governmental agency, etc.?" because here we are

interested in being funded as an indicator of the operation of the

reward system. In other connections it is useful to explore the

quality of particular papers in terms of whether,or not they were
based on research that was funded.

278
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TABLE IX-3

APPLIED FOR AND RECEIVED A RESEARCH GRANT BY
QUALITY BY TYPE OF DOCTORATE

Type of
Behavioral Sciences

ctorate
Education

Rated Quality of Contribution to Theory

Above
Avera e

Average
Below

Avera e
Above

Ave e
Average

Below
Avi.-P-"-

Applied for
and received a
research grant

81%
(36)

70
(20)

81
(21)

60
(37)

83
(36)

60
(57)

Rated Quality of Contribution to Practice

Applied-for
and received a
research grant

81
(32)

74
(34 )

82
(11)

68
(40)

69
(45)

62
(45)

Rated uality Use of Research M hods

Applied for
and received a
research grant

82
' 78

2
71
2

69
42)

74
(43)

56
45)
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Allocation of Jobs

Another measure of how the rewa d system operates in a field

may be seen in the relationship between student or faculty status and

quality, and that between academic rank and quality, insofar as we

would expect that faculty status and high academic rank would be

related to better research. However, it must be borne in mind that

these relationships might be contaminated by generational differences.

For example, we have already noted in Chapter VII that yolinger authors

do better research. We will briefly consider the relationship between

position and quality and that between rank an_ quality. Both student

or faculty status and acade ic rank were measured at the time authors

wrote the paper that was rated.

Student or Faculty Status

One of the assumptions of the research enterprise is that gain-

ing experience and stature is related to better work. In view of this,

we expected that the research of university faculty members would be

considered better than that of students. We measured student status by

asking: "l!as the paper part of your master s thesis, doctoral disser-

tation, or a student paper?" For 37 per cent of respondents the paper

was done as part of their student work.1 University faculty status was

determined by asking authors, "At the time of this research, what was

your main institutional affiliation:" Among those who indicated that

1We chose to measure student status with this question rather

than with the one asking for,the respondent's "principal postion" at
the time he did his research, since many fewer indicated that they were

students in response to that question.
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they were affiliated with a university, all those who had not written

the paper as part of their student work were considered faculty in

this table.

In education, university faculty did better research than

students as expected: 35 per cent of faculty did better research com-

pared to 27 per cent of students. In the behavioral sciences, however,

47 per cent of students compared to 38 per cent of faculty did better

research (Table IX-4). Perhaps older behavioral scientists who did

research on education are not as good researchers as the students now

venturing into educational research from the behavioral sciences.

Academic Rank

With respect to academic rank as well, we assumed that authors

with higher academic ranks would have done better research than those

of lower rank. We determined academic rank by asking authors to indi-

cate, "What was your ainEip_al position at this institution?" (i.e.

the one they le affiliated with at the time they wrote their paper).

For those in college or universities, we coded the academic rank they

indicated.1

Surprisingly, we found that au hors of lower academic rank did

better research than full professors, in both.education and the

behavioral sciences, except with respect to contribution to educational

practice. Ii the behavioral sciences, 50 per cent of assistant

1
The code categories we professor, associate professor,

assistant professor, lecturer or instructor, research associate or

researcher, -research assistant, student, other.
_

281



279

TABLE IX-4

RESEARCH QUALITY BY STUDENT OR FACULTY
STATUS BY TYPE OF DOCTORATE

Research Quality

T y p of Docto ate
Behavioral Sciences Education

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to theory

ABOVE AVERAGE
contribution to practice

ABOVE AVERAGE
use of research methods

Sta
University
Faculty

Student

45% 43
(51) (21)

33 48
(51) (21)

35 48
(51) (21)

University
Facultjr Student

35 28

(78) (76)

33 26
(78) (76)

36 28
(78) (75)
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professors1 were rated well on theory and research methods compared to

36 per cent of full professors. In education, 38 per cent of assistant

professors compared to 24 per cent of full professors contributed to

theory and used good methods (Table )EX-5).

There are at least two interpretations of these findings.

Either better researchers art not being promoted in rank, or there are

a number of younger authors Tho are doing better work. Our evidence

suggests that it is the younger authors among those of lower academic

rank who are doing better resrtarch (see Table 1, Appendix IX-2). There-

fore the question arises, has the system rewarded these good young

researchers, and thereby increased their d sire to do research?2

Specifically, are the better researchers more likely to have been

promoted in rank or to have moved from a less prestigious to a more

prestigious department bet een the time they wrote thAll_emum (which

were rated by the )udges in this study) and the time the answered the

questionnair

SEMEEJMUL5L
Promotion in Academic Ra k

We can analyse the operation of the reward system more clearly

by measuri g whether authors have been promoted in academic rank since

ill consider each of these possibilities.

_re the authors whose papers were. rated

Although the number of assistant-professors is very small,

is combined with associate professors the result is similar .

tn a later section of this chapter we consider the evidence

bearing on the relationship between being rewarded and preferring

research as a professional activity.
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better more likely to have been promoted? As noted earlier,

measured acade.ic rank by asking authors, "What was your pliaslEal

pi sition at this institution? (e.g., professor of educational psychol-

ogy)" at the time of this research. Promotion in academic rank was

determined by comparing academic rank at the time the paper was written

With academic rank at the time the questionnaire was returned.
1

In education, mediocrity- seems to be the key to promotion in

academic rank (Table IX-6). Of those who did average research, 61 per

cent have since been promoted in rank, compared to only 44 per cent of

those who did better research. These findings suggest that the pro-

motion system in education is not rewarding researchers whose work was

rated better. If sociologists of science are correct in believing that

the operation of ...he reward system serves to establish models of out-

standing work, as well as to reinforce the activities of those whom it

rewards, then the system is operating in education in such a way as to

dis-ourage better research.

In the behavioral sciences there are too few cases to be con-

clusive, but the data suggest that having used better researdh methods

is positively related to promotion in rank. Among behavioral scien-

tises, 35 per cent of authors rated well with respect to research

thods were promoted in rank, compared to 17 per cent of researchers

whose papers were considered below average on that dimensi (Table

We had a limited sample for whom we could make these compari-

sons, since promotion in academic rank applies only to college or

university personnel. We excluded researchers since they were not

considered to have positions that were comparable to other academic

positions.
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IX-6). With respect to theory, however, authors of below average

papers were more frequently promoted than authors of better papers,

although there are too few examples to be conclusive. For behavioral

scientists, contribution to educational practice seems unrelated to

promotion, although there are too few cases to be sure.

From the above evidence it appears that authors of better

educational research papers are no more likely to be promoted than

authors of mediocre or poor papers. Before we adopt this conclusion,

however, let us consider another indication of how the reward system

operates. We turn now to interdepartmental movement, particularly

changes in departmental pre5tige
1
between the time the research was

done and the time the questionnaire was answered.

Among education doctorates, author- of better research papers

are only slightly more likely than authors of average or poor papers

to have moved from a less prestigious department to a more prestigious

department (when the three dimensions are averaged, 9 per cent of

authors of better papers compared to 3 per cent of authors of poorer

papers made such a move ) . (Table TX-7.)

So-far have considered only authors going fram less pres

gious to more prestigious departments. Continuing to work in a presti-

gious department may also be Conceived of as a reward the system has

to offer. When we consider those who were at a. prestigious department

when they wrote their paper and who either

1

yed there or moved to

The pr Age of education departments was based on Sieber's
survey and the prestige of behavioral science departments was based on
Cartter's evaluations. See Appendix IX73-for a more_detailed discus-
sion o.; the index of mobility in departmental prestige .
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TABLE IX-7

MOBILITY IN DEPART7NTAL PRESTIGE BY
QUALITY BY TYPE OF DOCTORATE

Type of Doctorate
Department 1 Prestige Behavioral Sciences

tribution to Theorv

Education

giant of Co
Beowl

Averal

2

5

37

_37

101%
(65)

Above
Avers.

14%

4

72

10

100%
(29)

A verage

13

6

75

6

I

Below
Avera e

0

0

85

15

Above
Av a

9

13

30

49

verage

7

12

42

39

100%
(41)

Moved from less to
more prestigious

Stayed same -
prestigious

Stayed same -
less prestigious

Moved from more to
less prestigious

100%
I (16)

100%
(20)

101%
(47)

'11 lit of Contribution to Practice

Moved from less to
more prestigious

Stayed same -
prestigious

Stayed same -
less prestigious

Moved from more to
less prestigious

76

12

11

78

11

[23]

[8]

[62]

[8]

(13)

9

14

33

44

2

10

43

45

100%
(51)

32

S8

100%
(25)

100%
(27)

100%
(43)

100
(59)

qualit of Use of Re earch Methods

Moved from less te
nore Prestigious

Stayed same -
prestigious

Stayed same -
less pk-estigious

MOved from more to
less prestigious

16

8

72

4

6

0

80

15

100%
(20)

5

0

80

15

9

16

24

51

10

42

42

39

56
100%
(25)

100%
(20)

00%
451

=

100%
(4t),

100% '.
(59)
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another equally prestigious depart ent, we find a positive relatiouship

between quality and continuiu at a prestigious department. In educa-

tion, 14 per cent of better researchers stayed at prestigious depart-

ments compared to 4 per cent of poorer researchers. Finally, 57 per

cent of poorer researchers compared to 48 per cent of better ones have

moved from a more prestigious department to a less prestigious one.

Thus, having done poor research is related to downward mobility in

terns of departmental prestige.

We may speculate that upward mobility requiring a change In

department may be explained more by factors other than the rated quality

of one's published research (such as productivity, reputation, grants-

uanship, teaching ability, or something else), whereas quality may be

related to remaining at a prestigious department because an author's

work may be more visible within the same or a similar department.

In the behavioral science, by way of contrast,

(with respedt to theoryand metheds)

better researeh

somewhat more strongly related

to moving from a less prestigious to a MOTO prestigious department

(Table IX-7). None of the-authors_whose papers were rated below

average with respect to theory moved froui a s prestigious to

prestigious department while 14 per cent of those who contributed to

theory did so Similarly, only 5 per cent of authors whose papers were

rated below average with respect to their use of research methods moved

up, compared to 16 per cent of those rated above average. Although

-

there are too few cases to be conclusive, our data suggest that con-
,

tribution to educational practice is not related to upward mobility in

depc.rtmental prestige in the behavioral sciences.
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When we consider behavidral Science authors who continued at

a prestigious departftent, we see thdt being rated above average with

respect to research methods is related to staying in a mote prestigious

department; 8 per cent of tHe highly rated continue4 compared to none

of those rated average ot beloW. COnttibUtion to theory has an incon-

clusive relationship to remaining at A more prestigious department.

To sumMarize wd have seeh that in edutatioh better researche s

are either ne more likely to be rewarded th4n ptidter reseatcgers, or

they are only slightly more likely to be rewarded, depending on the

measure used. We measured rewards in tetms of being published,

receiving a reseatth grant, being prokoted in academic rank, ot moving

from a less prestigioUs td a mote prestigious department. In the

behavioral 4ciences, on the the aid, we have seen that authors of

papers rated better on One or mere dimension of quality are somewhat

more likely than authoti of lower rated papers to be rewarded: con-

tribution to theory is elated to produciiitity, using better methods

is related to receiving a teteatch gtant, aral bettei theory and methods

are related to promotidn in Academic rank and to Moving from a less

prestigious tO a mote tires igions departm nt. Wel 6bildlude that in the

behavioral stienees thd rewaid syttem seefila Ontewakt mote likely to

reinforce better teiearch than it does in edheatibh.

Conse uences-of the We. the ReWA
SystemLOperates-:

Given this evidence of how the teward system operates in the
-

two lieldS, whit are the-likely:consequences- for the research
.

.
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enterprise? As we mentioned earlier, sociologists of science
1
have

noted that the reward system serves two key functions in science.

First, it provides pxamples of what is valued in a social system.

Second, being rewarded is presumed to reinforce the motivation of

scientists, thereby encouraging them in their efforts. Glaser found

that the more scientists were rewarded the more motivated they were

to do research, and the more productive they were.
2 Therefore, we

wondered whether authors who had been rewarded- were more likely to

prefer research (i.e., be research oriented) than authors who had not

been rewarded. Because preference for research and quality are

strongly related, we controlled for quality while relating an index of

having been rewarded to preference for research (i.e. research oTien-

tati n).

As we already know, quality is related to research orientation

(preference) . What is of interest here is the strong independent rela-

tionship between being rewarded and preferring research (Table IX-8).

Furthermore, better researchers are even more likely than poorer

1See , for example, Cole, 'Social Structure of Science"; Merton,
lime Matthew Effect in Science"; Storer, The Social System of Science;
Zuckerman, "Stratification in American ScienCe."

2 Barney G. Glaser, Organizational Scientists:
sional Careers (Indianapolis: Dobbs Merrill, 1964), pp. -25.

3Authors were classified as having been rewarded if they had
one or more of the following: if they had published on the average
more than two papers per year since their first publication, if they
had received a research grant, if they had been promoted in academic
rank between the time they wrote-the paper and the time they answered
the questionnaire, or if they had moved from a less prestigious to a
more prestigious department during that time-period. See Appendix

IX-4 for a more detailed description of how this index was constructed.



289

TABLE 1X-8

RESEARCH ORIENTATION BY BEING REWARDED
.gy RESEARCH QUALITY

er cent search oriented

Research Quality

Rewarded

Yes No

Contribution to theory:

Above average 62% 58

(68) (37)

Average 42 16
(64) (32)

Below average 28. 21

(87) (57)

Contribution to practice:

Above average S2
(69) 36

Average 45 21

(80) (44)

Below average 30 17

(70) (46)

Us of researdh methods:

Above average 61 41

(72) -4

Average 40 y22
(72) 41)

Below average 27 _14

(75). (SO)
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researchers to prefer research if they have been rewarded. Among

better researchers, 58 per cent (when we average the three dimensions)

of the rewarded ones prefer research compared to 36 per cent of the

unrewarded ones. These data provide evidence that the reward system

does serve to enhan e authors' preference for research, At every level

of quality, authors who were rewarded are more likely -to prefer

research than authors who were not rewarded. In view of these findings,

it is possible that authors of well rated research papers may tend to

lose interest in research if they are not recognized and rewarded for

their accomplishments. Furthermore, if they see mediocre researchers

being rewarded as frequently as better researchers, then it is not

hard to understand how they might lose interest in-doing research

and direct their efforts toward other activities.

Interpretations of Why the Reward System
Operates the Way It Does

"Publish or Perish"

Since the reward system seems to have erious consequences for,

the research enterprise, we want to consider its operation somewhat

further. If, as we have seen quality is relatively unrelated to

rewards in education, it may be that rewards are allocated according to'

the gpantity of an author's output f that were the case the ' b-

lish or perish" axiom would be true. The evidence in support of this

however, is mixed.interpretation,

Productivity is related to having been funded sometime in one's

career (Table IX-9), especially in the behavioral sciences. In the
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behavioral sciences, the very productive are 17 p-r cent more likely

than the less productive to have received a research grant, while in

education they are 9 per cent more likely. We cannot tell if receiving

a research grant encouraged publication (e.g., by freeing time for

research and writing and by requiring production of one or more

reporta) or if the very productive are more likely to receive research

grants. Probably the two are mutually reinforcing.

In education more productive authors are 6 per cent more

likely to have moved from a less prestigious to a more prestigious

department, whereas in the behavioral s iences they are only 3 per cent

more likely to have moved from a less prestigious to a more prestigious

department (Table IX-10). However, productivity is negatively related

to promotion in rank in both education and the behavioral sciences

(Table IX-11). The highly productive are 6 per cent less likely to

have been promoted in rank in both fields. In short, in education

productivity is related to receiving a research grant and 'll4ghtly to

upward mdbility in departmental prestige While this is not over-

whelming evidence that productivity is the key to being warded in

education, it does suggest that productivity is more related to

rewards than is quality.

n the preceding analysis we have seen that quality is unre-

lated to being rewarded in education and that profluctivity is some-

what related to being rewarded in education, but not so strongly that

the "publish or perish" interpretation of how rewards are allocated is

convincingly upheld. There are at least two other. interpretations

29b
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why better research is not rewarded in education to the extent that it

is in the behaviora2 sciences and physics.1 First, as mentioned in

Chaptr III, the communication system may operate so inefficiently in

education that it greatly impedes the effective operation of the reward

system. Second, the field of education ay consider other activities

as important as research, with the result that contributions in other

endeavors are rewarded independently of research quality. We will

briefly consider each of these possibilities.

The Nature of the Communication System

There is consi&rable evidence to indicate that the communica-

tion system in educational research is very diffuse. Nelsen
?
compared

3
the diffusion rates of papers presented at the 1968 American Educa-

tional Research Association (AERA) with those of nine professional and

scientific associations in other fields. He found that AERA paper-

givers submit their papers to a far wider array of journals than do

people in any other professional association. Nelson found that half

of the responding authors of contributed papers had submitted their

papers for publication. But these 102 authors submitted their manu-

scripts to 64 different journals, "only four of which published or

The relationship in physics was documented by Cole, "Soci 1

Structure of Science."

2Carnot E. Nelson (with the assistance of William Garvey and
Nan Lin), "The Postmeeting Journal Dissemination of Mhterial Presented
at the 1968 American Educational Researdh Association Annual Meeting"
(paper presented at the 1970 American Educational Researdh Association
Annual Meeting in Minneapolis, Minnesota, Mardh, 1970). (Mimeographed.)

3Nelson, Garvey and Lin studied the same AERA paper-givers as
inclueed in our sample of recent educational researchers.
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accepted more than two of these manuscripts eadh!"
1 As Nelson notes,

"A Person would have to read a minimum of 12 different journals to read

one half of the [contributed papers] which were published or accepted

for publication within one year tfter the AERA meeting."2 Furthermore,

he reports,

. 47 AERA symposium authors submitted manuscripts to 34 differ-

ent journals. In sociology, which has the next highest rate of
diffusion, the large number of journals in which papers appear is

explained by the fact that the first submissions by many sociol-
ogists were to a few very prestigious journals which rejected most

of the manuscripts. These rejected manuscripts were then resub-

mitted to a wide variety of journals.3

Among AERA paper-givers, however, the "diffusion in journal outlets

began with the first submittion. .
Therefore, it appears that there

is no one journal or small group Of journals to which most educational

earchers will submit their work."4 This evidence for the lbse=e of

core journals in education suggests that even within the single largest

professional association in educational research, authors do not have

common means of communicating with each other beyond attending the

annual AERA meeting.

When authors in a field do not share their researdh by submit-

ting it to a common core of journals, several consequences are likely:

(a) authors are less likely to develop and share critical standards

of quality;

better research is less likely t'o be vi ible throughout the

field (see Chapter III for a discus ion of the nature and

Nelson "The Poatmeeting Journal D ssemination," p.

3 Ibid.,

299
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importance of iis1bi1ity

(c) researchers are less likely to receive "competent response

from relevant colleagues in the field;

(d) the reward system is less likely to operate effectively (i.e.,

to reward those doing the best research wherever it appears)

because so much research would be unknown.

Not only are the publication patterns of AERA paper-givers more

diffuse than those of nine other scientific or professional association

members, but 53 per cent of the educational re archers in this sample

do not belong to AERA. Furthermore the 901 auth rs in this sample

belong to 417 different professional associations. Moreover, they

published thei7 papers in 113 different journals. Not surprisingly,

judges in this study recognized2 only 25 per cent of even the best

research papers and only 7 per cent of all papers Thus, even the best

research suffers from low visibility in this highly diffuse communica-
. . .

tion system. This means that the inefficient communlication processes

among AERA authors reported by Nelson probably understate the problem

for educational r search at large--

n short

paper-givers

judged by the scattered publication patterns of AE

the spre-Rd of membership in professional associations

The importance of icompeten response" is djscussed in detail
by Norman Storer in The Social System of Science.

2As noted in Chapter IV, we measured the judge's recognition
of papers with three questions on the Specification Form. In this_case,
recognition is based on the question, "Do you remember having seen this

paper before?" Of the three this was the question that-the most-judges

answered affirmatively.
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among this sample, the array of journals in which papers in this sample

were published, and the low proportion of papers that were recognized

by judges, we conclude that the communication system in educational

research is highly diffuse, and therefore camnot insure visibility of

the best research throughout the system.

Cole
1 has discussed the interdependence of the reward and com-

munication systems in modern physics. If we assume the interdependence

of the two in educational research, and if we assume that the communi-

cation system does not insure the visibility of good research as we

have just suggested, then we have one plausible explanation of why the

reward system operates the way it does in education.

The Existence of Multiple Goals

Another interpretation of why the reward system operates the

way it does may reside in the existence of multiple goals in education.

In our analysis throughout the second half of this volume we have noted

that the context in Which educational research is conducted is Charac-

terized by several, possibly conflicting purposes. There are the needs

of professional education for school service, teac r training, cur-

riculum development etc. and there are the norms and values of

research which seem to be affected adversely by the practic-orienta-

tion of professional education le found that a large proportion of

authors had practice-oriented socialization that a small percentage

had graduate research experience, that relatively few had specialized

careers in research, and that a large proportion of authors

1Cole ."Social Structure of S ienm,
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preferred SOMB activity other than research. These characteristics

reflect professional goals that compete with research for attention.

It is entirely possible that authors who contribute to the realization

of pra tice-oriented goals are rewarded, regardless of the quality of

their research. Since we have no way of assessing the quality and

quantity of service activities performed by these authors, we cannot

determine whether something else is more likely to be rewarded in

education than good research. This problem is beyond our scope here,

but it certainly warrants further study. We can only suggest this as

one of several interpretations of why authors of better research are

no more likely to be rewarded than authors of mediocre or poor

research.

Summary

In this chapter we illustrated how the reward system operates

in educational research, and we considered several consequences of the

way it operates. Finally, we offered two possible interpretations of

why it operates the way it does. Specifically, we discovered that

better research in education is no more likely to be rewarded than is

mediocre research. By way of contrast, in the behavioral sciences

bettor research is somewhat more rikely to be rewarded. We found that

rewarded authors are more .ik ly to prefer research than unrewarded

ones.

We considered the possibility that the system is rewarding

productivity instead of quality, but found only moderate evidence to

support that interpretation. We also suggested that in education the
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reward system may operate the way it does because of the highly diffuse

and inefficient communication system. We presented data from Nelson's

study documenting the diffuse patterns of communication among some of

the authors in this sample, and considered other evidence about the

nature of the communication system. As an additional explanation of

why the reward system operates the way it does in education, we noted

the existence of multiple goals, with the attendant likelihood that

non-research activities compete with research for the rewards of the

system.
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CHAPTER X

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The objective of this study has been to measure the quality of

recent research on education and to analyse the conditions that are

related to better research. In theoretical terns the problem is one of

specifying the processes which explain performance of the research role.

We have examined the backgrounds, role socialIzation, and organiza-

tional settings of individual authors, and we have considered how the

reward system operates within their research traditican. In this chap-

ter we will briefly summarize the major findings of our study.

Before exploring the conditions associated with variation in

research quality, we examined the nature of quality in some detail. We

defined good research as that which contributes to theory, contributes

to educational practice, and uses sound research methods or contrIbutes

to the development of new research methods. We then discussed the

strengths and limitations of various measures of res

citation rates, evaluation forms, productivity

arch including

honorific awards peer

evaluations, journal characteristics, and self evaluations. In this

study we decided that using a panel of experts to rate the quality of

specific research papers was the most appropriate method for several

reasons. having a panel of judges rate research papers does .not

require the assumptions that a method such as citation rates does.
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Specifically, in view of evidence suggesting that even the best

research in education is not always visible, we did not want to make

the assumption of equal visibirty that we feel is required by the use

of citation rates. Second, focusing on a particular paper enabled us

to relate the conditions under which a paper was written to its rated

quality. Similarly, this method permitted us to explore rewards since

the time a particular paper was written.

The chief requirements of expert evaluations of research

quality are agreement on what the standards to assess research quality

should be and agreement among the judges on how a paper should be

rated on each of the three dimensions of quality. We discussed these

conditions in Chapters III and IV. There we saw that three other

efforts to rate research papers agreed upon the use of an overall, or

global, rating form. This agreement, plus its greater ease of

administration was our rationale for using a global form rather than

an evaluation form comprised of numerous individual criteria. We used

a global rating of three dimensions of quality--contribution to theory,

contribution to practice, aad use of research methods. When the three

dimensions were a,re7aged the average deviati n from the mean over the

nine papers that were rated in common was 62, which is less than tine

adjacent category on the five point rating scale. In the analysis

pr,-sented in this volume we virtually always collapsed the five point

scale into three categories -above average, average, and poor. As a

result, the agreement among judges within this broader category is even

greater The extent of agreement among judges gives confidence in the

reliabi ity of the rating form used in this study.
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What do these ratings of research quality indicate about the

nature of educational research? The distribution of ratings in the

sample, presented in Chapter V, indicates that the quality of educa-

tional research is generally quite low. When ratings of the three

dimensions are averaged, 14 per cent of the papers were rated "Incom-

petent," compared to only S per cent which were rated "Outstanding,"

on a five-point scale. On the compressed three-point scale. 39 per

cent of the papers were rated "Below Average" or "Incompetent" compared

to 30 per cent which were rated "Above Average" or "Outstn7.0411g.:;

These findings confirm our impres=ion, and that of many other observers

of educational research, that research on education is generally quite

poor.

A number of interpretations of why educational research is poor

have been offered, and we considered them in this study. For example,

some argue that the undergraduate performance of recruits entering

educational research is crucial for better research. Some emphasize

the importance of research apprenticeships. Some stress that school

teaching should be avoided in preparing for a research career. Others

mention that the service orientation of schools of education is detri-

mental for research. Still others have noted the lack of sp cializa-

tion in the careers of reading researchers and indicate that this

affe ts research adversely.

None of the above studies measured the quality of edu na

research, however. Instead they either had an impressionistic feeling

that the quality was generally, low and they offered explanations o
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this perceived condition; or, they measured something other than

quality and assumed that it was related to better research. Wilder

measured research involvement which we have seen is related to quality.

Buswell and Worthen, however, measured productivity which we found is

unrelated to better research in education.

In this study we have considered the above interpretations ee

hypotheses to test, Luc OUT basic approach has not been one of tsting

single hypotheses. We view quality as the outcome of a series of

interdependent processes, and therefore we have analysed the interaction

of reCrUitMent, role socialization, work settings, larger research

context (meaning the reward and communication systems) in relation to

better researdh.

In Chapter VI we described and measured five key elements of

role socialization--type of doctorate, practice-oriented socialization,

graduate research experience, career research expeilence, and research

orientation. After considering their individual relationships to

research quality, we formulated a model of the interrelationships

between these elements and quality. In the model we postulated that an

author s socialization tended to direct him either toward the practice-

oriented role of professional educator or toward the role of researcher,

with major consequences for the quality of his research. Thus, educa-

tion doctorates are more likely to have practice- riented socialization,

less likely to have graduate and career research experience and less

likely to become research oriented, all of which has a cumulative

negative effect on the quality of their research. In contrast,
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behavioral science doctorates are less likely to receive practice-

or ented socialization, more likely to have graduate and career

research experience and hence more likely to become research oriented,

which has a positive cumulative effect on quality.

We returned to background in Chapter VII, and analyzed recruit-

ment in relation to relevant aspects of role socialization. Sex (being

female) and religion (being Jewish or areligious) were strongly related

to doing lh,cter research even when type of doctorate, amount of

practice-oriented socialization, research experience and research

orientation were held constant. We found that the relationship between

being female; Jewish, or areligious and better research partially dis-

appeared when intellectual orientation (as measured by curiosity about

substantive questions in a behavioral science field) was held. constant.

Undergraduate perfcrmance, an explanation of research quality offered

by many observers of educational research, was found to have only a

small positive relationship to better research, and it was unrelated

to type of doctorate, which means that behavioral scientists are not

doing better research because they were better undergraduate performers.

In Chapter VIII we shifted our focus fnam the authors' back-

ground and role socialization to the organizational setting in which

they wrote their research papers. We considered four organizational

settings which were identified by previous observ rs of educational

research as possibly affecting quality. Perhaps most surprisingly in

this chapter we learned that the negative association between working

in a school of education and quality disappeared when type of doctorate
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was held constant. Thus,lehavioral scIentists in schools of education

did just as good research as behavioral scientists in behavioral

science departments. It was the greater tendency of authors in schools

of education to have received doctorates from schools of education that

seemed to explain why they were less likely to do good research. We

learned also that being a university research center staff member is

related to better research among research-oriented authors, although

not among those with other orientations. Furthermore, the small posi-

tive relationship between departmental prestige and better research

disappeared when working in a univer_Aty research center was held

c nstant.

In Chapter IX, we described and analyzed the operation of the

reward and communication sub-systems in educational research. We found

evidence that the reward system in education is no more likely to

reward the authors of better research papers than the authors of

mediocre or poor papers, whereas in the behavioral sciences better

research is somewhat more likely to be rewarded than poorer research.

We noted that the reward system serves to enhance authors' preference

for research as a professional activity. Therefore, it is very likely

that good resealchers who have not been rewarded wi lose interest in

doing research. This process in combination with the likely exposure

of authors to practice-oriented socialization and the unlikely chance

for considerable graduate or career research experience reduces the

probability that authors will be research oriented and thereby has

serious negative consequences for the quality of research produced in
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In Chapter IX we also tried to explain why the reward system in

educa ional research operates the way it does. We reviewed the evi-

dence for the "publish or perish" interpretation of how the reward

system operates in educational research. While we found a stronger

relationship between productivity and rewards than between quality and

rewards, the evidence was not so consistently strong that we were con-

vinced that frequent publication completely explains why the reward

system operates the way it does in education. Therefore, we con-

sidered two other interpretations, namely the diffuse nature of the

communication system and the existence of multiple goals in educa-

tional research, and noted thet evidence exists to support both of

these interpretations, at least on a tentative basis. It is plausible,

of course, that all three of these interpretations multiply determine

the operation of the reward system.

In general terms we have hypothesized in this study that per-

formance of the research role is affected by a series of interdependent

processes. Thus, we have adopted what might be called a "social

systems" approach to the question of research quality. This general

orientation has made our analytic task a difficult one to be sure; but

we feel that the merit of this strategy has been home out by our

findings. Specifically, we have found that background characteristics,

role socialization, structural settings and the reward structure are

interrelated and affect the quality of r search either directly or

through intervening processes.

We first formulated a model of how the elements of role

ization are related to each other-and to better researdh. After

socia

3
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testing this model and modifying it slightly, we proceeded to use it as

the basis for further analysis. in particular, we considered how the

background of recruits affected relationships between role socializa-

tion and quality, and examined the way socialization interacted with

research contexts to produce variations in research quality. By using

this model as our starting point, we supplemented our theory of role

socialization with propositions about the effects of selective recruit-

ment and structural settings.

We conclude by describing an "ideal" researcher and an "ideal"

system in which to work, in terms of our findings. The most important

individual characteristic of the "ideal" researcher is his intellectual

orientation (as measured by ' uriosity about substantive questions in a

behavioral science field"). In addition, the "ideal" researcher has a

series of experiences that facilitate socialization ieto the research

role, specifically receiving a doctorate in the behavioral sciences

rather than in education, having graduate and career research experi-

ence, and not having practice-oriented socialization (that is, not

having elementary or secondary school teadhing experience, having a

Ph.D. instead of an Ed.D., and having taken no professional educational

courses).

An important outc me of the above experiences is becoming

research oriented. Research orientation seems to be a pivotal concep

for understanding the processes related to better research. Prior

eesearch experience is highly related to research

the lack of practice-oriente
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turn, is highly related to better research. The "ideal" researcher,

then, does better research by contributing to theory with new con-

ceptualizations or hypothesized interrelationships; by contributing

to educatioaal practice (at least potentially); and by using sound

methods. In short, the "ideal" researcher develops original insights

based on sound information and inferences.

An "ideal" system in which to do research has the fo lowing

characteristics:

(1) Patterns of recruiting intellectually oriented people;

(2) Patterns of socializing recruits to the research role, includ-

ing:

(a) the existence of opportunities for graduate research

xperience,

(lb ) the existence of opportunities for car er research expe

ence,

(c) the lack of practice-oriented socialization in the prep-

aration of researchers.

(3) The existence of s ructures that facilitate research, e.g.,

university research centers and specialized agencies.

(4) Standards for evaluating the quality of research, and the

uniform and universalistic
1 application of those standards.

A system that rewards better. research.

(6) A shared system of communication- -consisting of a core of

journals to which most researcherssubmit their papers and of common

The importance of universalistic application of standar

is stressed by Cole in "The Social Structure of Science.'

312
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professional association membership--to insure visibility of better

work and to facilitate efficient operation of the reward system.

(7) Career specialization, so that non research activities do not

compete for the same time, attention, resources, and rewards as

research activities.

All of the above social structural characteristics may be con-

sidered aspects of a single summarizing concept that might be called

the institutionalization of research. The more of each of these

characteristics in a field, that is the higher the level of institu-

tionalization, the better the retlearch produced in that field. Whether

this proposition is applicable to all fields is a question that needs

further study.

313
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GLOSSARY

Career Research Ex erience refers to the extent to which an author has

don:: research during his career. We formed an index of career

research experience from the following three indicators: author

spent more than SO per cent of his time (when he wrote the research

paper which was rated) doing research author had a period of six

months Or more during his career when research was his primary

activity, and author was a staff member of a research center at the

time he wrote the paper. If an author had two or three of these

experiences, his career research experience was considered high.

If he had only one, it was considered medium, and if he had none,

it was considered low. This index was very highly related to the

average rank of research throughout an author's career. The index

is introduced on page 170. See also Appendix VI-4 for an inter-

correlation matrix of these items and for more discussion of how

the index was constructed and validated.

Departmental Prestige refers to the reputation of an academic depart-

ment. The prestige of education departments was based on the

opinions of Deans of Schools of Education as reported by Sieber (in

The Or anization of Educational Research ). Deans named 22 schools

of education as ones that produced better research. The prestige

of psychology and sociology graduate departments was based on

314
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Cartter's reputational measures of those departments. See Appendix

VI-3 for a more detailed description of how the index was formed.

ReLsamcilasKi2rIsECradu means the experience an author had

actually doing research Lr helping someone else do it during gradu-

ate school, independently of his formal course work. We asked

authors, "While in graduate school did you ever work as a research

assistant?" Work as a research assistant is assumed to mean either

that an author helped a university professor with his research or

that he assisted on a research project that may or may not have

been directed by a faculty member. We also asked, "As a graduate

student did you ever work in a research center or bureat: within

the miversity?" Cross-tabulating the two questions resulted in

three patterns of graduate research experience: experience both

as a research assistant and in a research center, work as a research

assistant but not in a research center, and neither. (Only 24

authors worked in centers but not as research assistants.) The

term graduate research experience is introduced on page 167.

Ins itutionalization of research is a general summarizing concept that

refers to patterns of recruitment, role socialization, career

specialization, research sett ngs, research standards, communica-

tions, and reward allocation. The term appears first on page 78..

Index of Having Been Rewarded: Authors were classified as having been

rewarded if they had one or more of the fellowing: if they pub-

lished an average of more than two papers per year since their

31.4



313

first publication, if they applied for and received a research

grant, if they were promoted in academic rank between the time they

wrote the paper and the time they answered the questionnaire, or if

they moved from a less prestigious to a more prestigious depart-

ment during that time peri d. See Appendix IX-4 for a more detailed

description of how this index was constructed. The term first

appears on pa3e 288.

Int llec ual Orientation refers to being curious about substantive

questions in a behavioral science fleld. We measured it with the

following questionnaire item: "Of COUT50, many factors motivate

individuals to do research. Regarding your usual research motives,

hew would you distribute 10 points among the following (so the

total equals 10)?" The more points authors gave "curiosity about

substantive questions in a behavioral science field " the greater

their intellectual orientation. The term first appears on page

207.

Practice-Oriented Socialization means that an author had either gradu-

ate training or career experience that prepared him more for the

role of educational practitioner rather than for the role of

researcher. We formed an index of practice-oriented socialization

out of the follo ing items: having one or more years of elementary

secondary school teaching experience, taking one or more pro-

fessional education courses, and earning an Ed.D rather than a

Ph.D. If an author had none of these experiences he was considered

16
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to have less practice-orie ted socialization. If he had one, he

was considered to have some such socialization. If he had two or

three, he was considered to have more practice-oriented sociali-

zation. See Appendix VI-2 for a matrix of correlations among

these items and for more description of this index. The term

appears first on page 165.

Productivity refers to the ouantity of research publications an author

has produced. We measured this by computing an average annual

number of research articles an author had published since his first

publication, based on his own self report. We found that the

number of books or monographs was related to other variables, such

as quality, in the same way that the number of articles was, so we

used only the average annualonumber of research articles. The term

appears first on page 271. See Appendix IX-1 for more description

of how the index of productivity was compute4.

Research Qua y refers to the assessed worth of particular research

papers. A national panel of 39 judges rated 390 research papers

on three dimensions of quality: their substantive contribution to

theory, their substantive contribution to any field(s) of educa-

tional practice, mid th ir utilization of (or contribution to)

research methods. The judges rated each dimension on a five point

scale consisting of the following categories:

(I) Ranks with the best empirical research studies known to me;

on a par with the top 5 or 10 per cent in this respe t.

(II) Bet.Xsxttl2E_.syimg2_, though not "outstanding" in this respect.

317
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(III) Run o_ the mill in this respect; neither better nor poorer

than the bulk of research that I have seen.

(IV) Not up to "average" standards; "less-than-mediocre" in this

respect (although not altogether lacking).

Incompetent in this respect; among the poorest examples of

"research" that I have encountered.

In most of our analysis we combined the "best" and "better than

average" categories into one group of better research papers. This

measure appears first in Chapter IV.

The Reward System refers to the process of allocating rewards in a field.

We measured four processes of reward allocation: publishing fre-

quently as indicated by the average annual number of research papers

published by an author; receiving a research grant; being promoted

in academic rank or moving from a less prestigious to a more pres-

tigious academie department between the time the paper was written

and the time the questionnaire was returned (a period of about five

years). The term appears first on page 270.

(Role) Orientation means the positive valence an author feels toward a

particular professional activity. We measured this by asking7

"Please rank three of the following activities in terms of your

personal preference (write l next to the job you would like to do

most, 2 next to your second choice and 3 next to your third

choice)." Authors who ranked empirical research or research related

activities (e.g., research administration) first were considered to

318
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be research oriented. We speak of them either as research o iented

authors or as authors who prefer research. The term appears first

on page 179.

Role Socialization is a concept comprised of type of doctorate,

practice-oriented socialization, graduate research experience,

career research experience, and (role) orientation. It appears

first on page 153.

Type of Doctorate refers to whether the author received his doctorate

from a school or department of education or fr-m some other depart-

ment. We measured type of doctorate by asking, "Was degree in

education? Yes No." Almost all who replied "yes" majored in

education or in an education field (such as music education, science

education, etc.). We refer to these respondents as education

doctorates. Since 90 per cent of the authors who did not receive

their doctorates in schools of education majored in one of the

behavioral sciences, we refer to those respondents as behavioral

scientists. The term type of doctorate appears first on page 154.

Undergraduate Performance refers to an author's scholastic achievement

as an undergraduate. We measured it as follows: first, under-

graduate school selectivity was measured by using Barelson's rank-

ing of colleges and universities, Cass and Birnbaum's evaluation

of the admissions selectivity of colleges and universities and an

index of school resources developed at the Bureau of Applied Social

Research. If a college or university was classified as high on any
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one of these three measures, it was considered selective. Second,

we asked authors if they had won any academic honors as an under-

graduate. If an author earned one or more academic honors in a

1 tive undergraduate college or university, he was classified

being a high performe if not, as being an average performer.
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Journal of Education
for Librarianship

Journal of Educational
Administration
(Australia)

Journal of Educational
Data Processing

Journal of Experimental
Psychology

Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology

J urnal of General
Psychology

Journal of Health and
Social Behavior

Journal of Higher
Education

Journal of the History
of Ideas

Journal of Littman Relations

X

Foreign

347

a

Journal of _Intergroup
Relations- X

Journal of Law and
_ Economics

Journal-of: Linguistics
_

-,(London)
--..-

JoUrnal-of Marriage And
the Family

X
_

,

Foreign



Name

9,

ReasOnjor Elimination
NO EMPIR'L

NO EDUCA, NO EMPIRL. ON ED, OTBER

Journal of Personality

Journal of Politics

Journal of Psychology

Journal of Rehabilitation

Journal of Research and
Development in Education

Journal of Secondary
Education

Journal of the SMPTE
(Society of Motion
Picture and Televisiou
Engineers)

Journal of Social
Psychology

Journal on Sta e School
Systems Development

Journal of Verbal Learning
and Verbal Behavior

Junior College JoUrnal

Kappej, lta P

xyklös

R cord

X

X

X

X

348

Foreign

Land Economics

Language

Language and Speech
(Britain)

Laryngoscope

Library journal

Library QUarterly

Library Resources .
and TechniCai Services

Foieign



104

349

Name yeaserk for Elimination
NO EMPIR'L

NO EDEMA. NO EMPIRIL ON ED. OTHER

Lingua (Holland)
Foreign

Looking Ahead

Main Currents in
Modern Thought

Management Science

Media Methods

Mental Retardation

Midwestern Political
Science Review

Modern Language Quarterly

Monthly Labor Review (U.S.
Bureau of Labor
Statistics)

Multivariate Behavioral
Research

Music Educator's Journal
(MENC)

Music Journal

NAEB Journal CEducatio al
Broadcasting Review)

Discontinued

X

Nation s Schools

.NEA Journal

NEA Reporter

NEA Research Bulleti

-NEAltesearch Reports

X

it's "sopial'
_bookkeeping,''
not research.

2



11.

Name Reason for Elimination
NO EMPIR%

ON ED. OTHERNO EDUCA. NO EMPIR'L.

NSPI Journal (National
Society for Pro-
grammed Instruction)

Occupational Outlook
Quarterly

Orbis X

Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance

Pacific Affairs

Pacific Sociological
Review

Perceptual and Motor
Skills

Personnel

Personnel Journal

Personnel Practice
:Bulletin (Australia)

personnel Psychol

phi.Delta Eappan

Teacher

PMLA - Publication
_

Mollern Language
Associailion
_

gy

X

X

X

Foreign

350

'Political Science QUarterly

Psychiatric Quarterly

Psychoanalytic Quarterly X

Psychoanalytic-Review _ X
-

_

Psychological_Bulletin X
-

Psychological..Reports X



Name

12,

3S1

Reason for Elimination
NO EMPIR/L

NO EDUCA. NO EMPIR/L. ON ED. OTHER

Psychological Review X Reviews

Psychology Today X

Psychometrika X

Psychonomic Science X

Public Administr tion
Review X

Public Management

Public Personnel Review X X

Quarterly Journal of
Economics X

Quarterly Journal of
Experimental
Psychology (England)

Reading Improvement

Reading News Report

Reading Research Quer erly

Religious Educ tion

Review of Educational
Research

Review of Politics

Saturday Review

Sdhooi Administrator

ol Arts

Foreign

Reviews

School Library Journal

School-Management

School Musician

School:Sciende -and
Mathematics



Name Reason to.Elimination
NO-EMPIRIE

RO EMMA. NO EMPIR'L. ON ED, OTHER

Science

Science and Children

Science and Society

Science Teacher

S- ial Education

Social Psychiatry

Social Research

The Social Studies

Sociological Quarterly

Sociometry

Southern Quarterly

Southwestern Journal of
Anthropology

Soviet Education

Speech Teacher

Technical Education and
Industrial Training
(London)

X

X

X

X

X

Foreign

352

TESOL Quarterly (Teaching
of English to Speakers
of Other Languages)

Theory Into Practice

Think
_

Training in Busiu and
-Industry

Tra-ining- and -Development
Journal_

X



Name

14.

Aeason for Elimination
NO EMPIR%

NO EDUCA. NO EMPIRIL. ON ED. OTHER

Urban Affairs Quarterly X

Urban Education

Urban Review X

Volta Review X

Western Political
Quarterly

World Politics

Yale Review

Young Children

X

X

X

353

Circula too
small (600)



354

APPENDIX II-3

Journals Scanned and Yielding Articles N = 113

Number of
Articles
Yielded

Altogether

After
Duplicates
Eliminated

In Sample
to be
Rated

Ad inistrative Science Quarterly 6 2

Adult Education 4 1

American Behavioral Scientist 3 3

American Educati nal Research Journal 31 21

American Journal of Mental Deficiency 7 7 2

American Journal of Orthopsyehiatry 3 2

American Journal of Psychiatry 2 2

American Journal of Sociology 2

American Politic 1 Science Review 1 1

American Sociological Review

American Sociologist

American Statistical

Arithmetic Teacher

AV Communi ation Review, 11

'ACellegeand UniVeraity

College Board_Review

College Composition and Communication

5 3



355

2

Number of
Articles
Yielded

Altogether

After
Duplicates
Eliminated

In Sample
to he
Rated

College English
1

_

0

College Student Survey
2 2 1

Contemporary Education
0

Cornell Journal of Social Relations 1 0

Counselor Education and Supervision 12

Daedalus
1 1 0

Education
4 3

Educational and Psychologit.al Measurement 12 11

Educational Record
0

Elementary School Guidance
1 1

Elementary School Journal 21 17 7

Exceptional Children
9 8 2

Foreign Language Annals
1 1

Fortune

y Training

_International Journal for the Edue tion

of the Blind
2

International So ial Science Journa 1

Journal of ApOlied Behavior Analysis

.

c -

Journal of Applied BehaVioral Science

6

4

2
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Number of
Articles After In Sample

Yielded Duplicates to be

Altogether Eliminated Rated

Journal of Applied Psychology

Journal of College Student Personnel

Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology

Journal of Counseling Psychology

Journal of Creative Behavior

Journal of Educational Measurement

Journal of Educational Psychology

Journal of Educational Research

Journal of Experimental Child Psychology

Journal of Experimental Education

Journal of General Education

Journal of Genetic Psychology

Journal of Human:Resources

journal of Learning Disabil

Journal of the
Women DeanS

5 5 3

46 39 14

1 1 0

45 37 14

2 2 0

25 21 5

39 33 14

24 20 6

7 7 2

48 45 18

1

1

10 10

Psychology

f Political Economy

Journal of Projective Technique
Personality Assessment

ournal of_Reading 19

Journal of the Reading Specialist 10

Journal'of ReSearch in Music Education 12



357

4

Journal of Research in Science Teaching

Number of
Articles
Yielded

Al ogether

After
Duplicates
Eliminated

In Sample
to be
Rated

30 28

Journal of School Psychology 13 12 7

Journal of Social Issues 5 5 2

Journal of Social Psychology 5 4 2

Journal of Special Education 11 10 3

Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders 4 4

Journal of Speech and Hearing Research 2 2 1

Journal of Teacher Education 11 5

Language Learning
1 1

Liberal Education

Mathematics Teacher
1

Merrill Palmer Quarterly

Midwest Journal of Political Science

Modern Language-journal

NASPA

NASSP Bulletin (Nat onal Assocint
Secondary School PrinciPels)

_National Business Sducation Quarterly
-_

National Catholic Educatien Association
Bulletin

Peabody Journal ofEdueation, _

personnel and Guidance Journal

Phylon

71 61 22



Psychiatry

paychologY

Psychology i le Schools

Public Interest

NUmber of
Articles
Yielded

Altogether

After
Duplicates
Eliminated

In Sample
to be

Rated
_ _

1

2

28

2

1

2

22

2

1

2

2

Public Opinion Quarterly 2 2

Quarterly Journal of Speech 2

Reading Teacher 26 26 10

Research in the Tea hing of English

Review of Economics and Statistics 2

Rural Sociology 1

School and Society 3 3

School COunselor 16 15

School RevieW, 10 1

Sole= Education 18 17

Scientific American

Social Forces

Social Problems

Sociological Analysis

Sociological Inquiry

,

Sociology and Social Research

Sociology of Education 20 16-

Southern:Economic Journal 1



359

Number of
Articles
Yielded

Altogether

After
Duplicates
Eliminated

In Sample
to be
Rated

Southern Journal of Educational Research 11 10 3

Speech Monographs 12 11 4

Studies in Art Education 10 10

Teachers College Journal (Ind. 14) 3 1

Teache s College Record 5 3 2

Training School Bulletin 5 5 2

Trans-Action
2 1

Vocational Guidance Quarte ly 17 16

Total 960 848 303



APPENDIX II-4

COVER LETTER TO AUTHORS ACCOMPANYING QUESTIONNAIRE
360

Columbia University in the City of New York I New York, N.Y. 10025

BUREAU OF. APPLIED SOtIAL RESEARCH

(Name of Author\
Title
Address /

Dear (name of autho

aos Went 115th Strerst

(Date)

The U.S. Office of Education bac asked us to gather some information about

colleagues who published a research article on education in 1967-68. Your

article which was selected by our sampling procedures is:

(name of research article)

The Office of Education is concerned about the extent to which current

output contributes to basic knowledge or to the improvement of education. In

addition it is eager to improve research on education, And therefore your

experiences are very important to them.

Many people"are trained to do research but relatively few publish. The

fact that you have recently published your restardh makes us interested in your

background and haw you deCided to do the research Vou did. We plan to have a

panel of readers describe the procedural and substantive features of your

article. This information will then be related to your background and

experiences.-

We are sure that you, like all of us, have been inundated by question-

naires. But since the current survey might serve as a basis for changes in the

policies and procedures of Teseardh funding., we urge you to cooperate. The

questionnaire can be mailed without postage by stapling or taping the 'open edge.

Thank you very much.
y. your

arenthetical items were
individually typed in matching

type)

Paul-F. Latarsfeld
Faculty Conaultant

aP-4,

(Mrs.) ,Caroline Uodges Fersell

BAsearch-Manage ile



QUESTIONNAIRE FOR AUTHORS

OF RESEARCH

ON EDUCATIONAL TOPICS

Supported by

The U.S. Office of Education

Bureau of Applied Social-Research_

Columbia tinivinity

605 West 115 Street

=Nevi/ -York.

_



Page 1

Budget Bureau No. 51-5-69007
Approval Expires 4/30/70

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS AN ESSENTIAL PART OF A LARGER STUDY OF THE TRAINING, CAREER
LINES, TOPIC SELECTiON, AND RESEARCH OUTPUT OF PEOPLE WHO HAVE DONE EMPIRICAL
RESEARCH ON SOME ASPECT OF EDUCATION, Feel free to add comments or explanations at any point. If you
have difficulty remembering any of the information requested, your best estimate will still be very helpful.

The information requested in this questionnaire is regarded as confidential and will be used for statistical purposes
only. It will NOT be released in any way that will allow it to be identified with you.

The first part of the questionnaire deals with your paper entitled

I. PAPER RELATED QUESTIONS

OE

A. To ic of the Pa er

Would you please think about the origin of the topic of your paper mentioned above. By topic we mean the specific idea or
problem around whin the paper is written. (We do not mean the general theoretical orientation which you may bring to bear
bn most of the problems you consider, or the empirical project on which this paper is baSed. As an illustration, your general
Iheoretical orientation might be learning theory and your empirical project might be learning in certain types of classroom
situations, with the specific topic of your paper being a comparison of learning in a stressful teaching situation versus learning
in a more supportive classroom environment)

1,1 HoW did th opic of the paper mentioned above come to your attention?

(Please do two things:
(1) check all that apply

01 El Calleagues Where
02 0 other colleagUes
03 El fellow graduate students
04 0 Your. professor(s) or former professer(d'
05 your student(s)

.06 p client pr .funding agent
07 0 administrative superior
08 0 emphasis of a research program lb an

organization. Where, you work

09 El reading 'theoretical literature_
10 El reading in eMpirical.literature
11 cfuestiOns or ideas from ynur own

previous research
, .

2 0 Your. oevrr ref I ., not based
-on previous re others' ideas

FORM 102,4-30770

(2) circle the number
,

ou work

he single most impo a . urea)

130 Educational Resourees Information Centers
(ERIC) or publications-
Yorir awn field obiervation of a
ProbleM in education

15 0 teachers or other practitioners in school systems
16 0 unpublished research
1 1 El general interest of educators in the problem
18 LI emphasis of the US. Offil:e, of Education on

the:problem
_

19 0 - non;professional. friend- or acquaintance
20 0 other (please specify)

1 oncrete

1-2102

3-6/



Page 2

1.2 What was it about this topic which attracted you?

(Please do two things:
(1) checic all that apply

and
(2) circle the number of the single most important

01 0 important for solving a concrete problem in
education

02 0 good for testing a particular research method
03 0 feasible or manageable
04 0 of interest to a funding agent
OS 0 important for developing or testing an

educational theory

B. The Paper in General

1.3 When did y u finish writing this paper?

eature)

06 0 important for developing or testing a behavior-
al science theory

07 0 zcceptable to your advisor or administrative
superior

08 0 personally interesting
09 0 opportunity for exploring a new area
10 0 other (please specify)

(Please indicate the approximate month and year)

1.4 Was the paper part of your master's thesis, doctoral dis ertarior, or a student paper?

1 0 master's 2 0 doctorate 3 0 student paper

C. Empirital Project on which the Paper is Based

4 0 none of these

1.5 Was any of the research in this project done in or through a research organization or bureau?

0 yes 2 0 no.

IF YES, please give the name and location of that research bureau or organiz

(rname)_

1.6 What was the total cost of the research project (including overhead, salaries paid
field expense% travel, equipment, etc.)?

(location)

researchers and clerical st ff, data processing,

(approximately)

7 Did the project receivo f )cial support for research expenses from univerSity funds, a foundation, a gnvLrrimerltal agency, etc;?

IF YES, om what source?

10 yes 2U no (IF NO, picasu skip to O. 1.8)

9-10/

11-14

15/

16/

23/



I F FROM Tile FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, from

Page 3

hat agency?

(Please do two things:
(1) check all that apply

and
(2) circle the number of the single most important u ca)

01 0 Children's Bureau 07 0 National Institute of Mental Health

02 0 Department of Defense 06 0 National Science Foundation

03 0 Department of Labor 09 0 Office of Education

04 0 National Aeronautics and Space Agency 10 0 Office of Economic Opportunity

05 0 National Institutes of Health 11 0 Office of Naval Research

06 0 National Institute of Child Health 12 0 Public Health Service
and Human Development 13 0 Other (please specify)

112 Was the research on which this paper is based part of a larger research project? .

10 yes

% Your Position while Doing this Research

20 no

.9 Did you direct this research project (i.e., have primary responsibility for its design, execution, and analysis)?

10 yes 2 0 no

I 1.10 At the time of this research,

A. What was your main institutional affiliation?
1 0 University

2 0 College

(a)

(name) .

(b) What school or department were you in?
School or Department of Education
1 0 undergraduate
2 0 graduate
3 0 joint undergraduate/graduate
Liberal arts department (please specre discipline)
4 0 undergraduate
6 0 graduate
6 0 joint undergraduate/graduate
Other school or department iplease
7 0 undergraduate
8 0 graduate

0 ;Mint undergraeu

(city and state)

4-25/

26/

27/

28/

29/

/graduate

cify)

(name)

4 0 .Sta e Departrnent of Education

(city and state)

(state)

(name)

, (name) (city ard state)



Page 4

A. What was your principal position at this institution? (e.g. professor of educational psychology)

(title of position)

1.11 At that time, were you a staff member of a research organization or bureau?

O yes 2 0 no

IF YES please give the name and location of that research bureau or organization if it is different from that in queStion 1.5:

(name) (location)

1.12 At the time of this research, how did you divide your professional time? (Please give your best estimate of the percent of time
you spent en each activity.)

% of time

100%

II. CAREER ACTIVITIES AND OPINIONS

A. Your Present Position

Activity
Teaching
Research
Service (e,g consultation, developing or implementing new
curriculum or action programs, school surveys, test administration
or scoring, workshops.)
Other (please specify, e.g., admInIstration, studying.)

2.1 At the present, how do you divide your professional time? Please give your best estimate of the percen

each activity.)

vr 1.1

time you spend an

Activity
Teaching
Research
Service (e.g., consultation, developing or implementing new
curriculum or action programs, school surveys, test administration
or scoring; workshops.?
Other (please specify, e.g., ad inistration udying.)

30-

32.

37,

41i1

42
44

46-

48-



2.2 At the present,
A. What is your main institutional affiliation?

1 0 University-
(a)

2 0 College

3 0 School System

Page 5

(name)
(b) What school or department are you in?

School Or Departfnent of Education
1 D undergraduate
2 0 graduate
3 0 joint undergraduate/graduate
Liberal arts department (please specify discipline)
4 0 undergraduate
5 0 graduate
6 0 joint undergraduate/graduate
Other school or department (please specify)
7 0 undergraduate
8 0 graduate
9 0 joint undergraduate/graduate

(city and state)

4 0 State Depa men f Education

5 0 Private Agency

6 0 Other (please specify)

(name) (city and state)

(name)

(name)

(state)

(city and state)

B. What is your principal position at this institution? (e.g., professor of educational psychology)

(city and state)

(title of position)

Please rank three of the 4,Alowing activities in terms of your personal prefarence (write 1 next to the job you would like to do most,

2 next to your second choice, and 3 next to your third choice).

01 teaching elementary or secondary
school students

02 teaching undergraduate students

03 teaching graduate students

04 educational dministration

05 college or university adMinistra-
tion

empjrical research

07 research related activities
(e.g., research administra i n)

A What is your major field o pecialty? (Please check one only):

010 aUrricUlum
_

020 _educational administration
030 guideace and Counseling

-040 higher. education
050 -SUbject matter area (e.g., art, busin lengu e,

rriatk, muSiC; scienee, etc.)
. .

060 teacher Irainina *11
11,6

08 consulting

09 service (e.g, developing or implementing new
curriculum or action programs, school surveys;
test administration or scoring, workshops)

10 in-service training of teachers

11

12

translating r arch into ducational practice

other (please cify)

07. 0 testing end measurements
08 0 edueational psychology
09 0 other psychology
10 0 sociology
11 0 other (please specify h t

36 9

51/

52/

53-54/

55-56/1

57-58/2

59-60/3

61-62/



Page 6

2.5 Are you currently a staff member of a rese rch organization or bureau?

1 0 yes 2 0 no

IF YES. please give the name and location of that research bureau or organization.

(name)

2.5 Are you currently engaged in research?

1 0 Yes

IF YES, is the research related to education?

1 El yes

B. Your Opinions

!location)

2 0 no (IF NO, please skip to 0. 2.7)

2 no

2.7 Some researchers interested in education seek mainly to achieve recognition from behavioral scientists outside the field of

education, while others are primarily concerned with being recognized by researchers within education or by school prac-

titioners. Please check the group whose judgment is most important to you personally. (Please check one only)

1 D researchers within education 2 0 researchers Outside of education 3 0 school practitioners

2.8 Thinking about the present state of re a ch in education, do you think it should mainly: (Please check one only)

1 0 contribute directly to the solution of concrete problems in education
2 0 contribute to the formulation or development of theory in a discipline which may or may not help solve

problems in education.

2, Of course, many factors motivate individuals to do research. Regarding our usual research otive ho ould ou

distribute 10 points among the following Iso the total aquals 10?

7/ curiosity about substantive questions in education

8/ curiosity abou
science field

9/ desire to contribute to the solution of concrete
educational problems

substantive luestions in a.behavioral

10/ interest in re earch procedures

11/ requirement s of pre ent employment

eag

12/ degr e requirements

13/ desire for career advancement

14/ desire for prestige

15/ desire to earn more money

16/ desire to avoid the "firing line- of
teaching or administration

17/ other (please specify)

chool

63/.

64;

65/

66A.

67)i



C. Your Activities

210 Have you ever taught?

I F YES,

Page 7

1 0 yes 2 0 no

a) How many Years have you taught in elementary or secondary school?

b) How many years have you taught college undergraduates?

c) How many years have you taught graduate students?

d) Row many years have you taught elsewhere; and in wat kind of setting?
(ye (type of setting)

2.11 Other than while you worked on your master's or doctoral thesis, has there ever been a period of six months or more during

which research was your primary activity?

1 0 yes

20/

21-22/

23-24/

25-26/

27-28/

2 0 no (IF NO, please skip to (I 2.12) 29/

30-31/
IF YES, about how much time have you spent altogether when research we, your primary activity?

2.12 Career history:

For each of /he major positions or ranks you have held since obtaining your highest degree, please indicate:

years

(a) the number of years you held the position or rank, and
(b) your activities in each position, ranking them according to the usual amount of time you devoted to each activity.

(Please consider it a new position whenever you changed title or rank within the same institution, or when you moved to

a new institution,)

POSITIONS HELD OVER TIME NUMBER OF YEARS
IN EACH POSITION

(b)
RANKING OF ACTIVITIES
(Rank 1 tO 4 for each activity, with 1 as the
activity you spent the most time doing, etc.
Use 0 if you spent no time on an activity.)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

TEACHING RESEARCH SERVICE OTHER "

EXAMPLE: 2 1 3 2

first

second

third

fourth

fifth

sixth

seventh

eighth

Please use additional space if necessary.

Examples of service are consultation, developing or implementing new curriculum or a Bon programs, school surveys ,

est administration or scoring workshops .
8

This category include her professional activities uch as administration, siudying, staff Or committee meetings etc

32/

3/

4

5
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2.13 Have you ever applied for a research grant from the U.S.O.E., N.I.M.H., Ford, Rockefeller, or Carnegie foundations, or any
other such organization that supports research?

1 0 yes 2 0 no (IF NO, please skip to Q. 2.14)

IF YES, have ye, ever reteived a research grant from such an organization?

1 0 yes 2 0 no (IF NO, please skip to Q. 2.14)

IF YES, please name the source;

2.14 Please list the major national professional associations to which you belong, using identifying words in full:

2.15 How many empirical research studies (articles, monographs, or books) have you published in addition to the one referred to
on page one, and what was the date of your first publication?

number of articles

Date of first publ!cation:

number of monographs number of books

III. EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND

A. General Background

3.1 Please list the colleges and universities you have attended:

INSTITUTION

(month and year)

STATE NAME OF YEAR OF MAJOR Was degree in Education?

DEGREE DEGREE FIELD YES NO
(1) (2)

3.2 As an undamm_duate, did you receive any acadernc hono k all that apply)

HONOR

Phi 5eta Kappa

Cum Lauda

Magna Cum Lambe

Summe Cum Lauda

Dean's List

Other' honors (please

37.

38

39.
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a3 If you know them, what were your Graduate Record Exam (GRE) scores?

VERBAL MATHEMATICS YEAR YOU TOOK THEM

Absolute score

Percentile

8 0 Don't know them 9 0 Never took GRE's

B. Experiences in Graduate School

(Please check here if you did not attend graduate school, and skip to Question 4.1.)

1 0 1 did not attend graduate school.

3.4 In your first year of graduate school, did you have a fellowship (other than the GI Bill) which required no work from you?

1 0 yes 2 0 no

3.5 While in graduate school, did you ever work: (1) (2)

YES NO

(a) as a teaching assistant 0 0
(h) as a research assistant 0 0
(c) in a non-professional position 0

3.6 If you were a research assistant (IF NOT, please skip to O. 3.7), what were your major act vities?

(Please do two things:
(1) check all that apply,

and
(2) circle the number of the singEs activity you did most.)

1 0 Clerical work--typing, collating, filing, administrative 6 0 Abstracting and synthesizing pertinent research

details, etc.

2 0 Coding

3 0 Computing statistics

4 0 Computer programming, or writing assemblies for
computer

5 0 Bibliographic and library work

7 0 Field work (e.g., observation, in erviewing, run-
ning tests on subjects, ete.)

8 0 Analytical work (e.g., helping in the study's
conception, design, analysis, etc.)

.9 0 Other (please sPecifY)

37 As a graduate student did you ever work in a research center or bureau within the univer ity?

1 D yes 2 0 no

IF YES, please give the name and location of that center or bureau:

(name) location)

53-55/

56-58/

59/

60/

61/

62/
63/
64/

65/



C. Course Work In Graduate School

Page 10

Approximately how many graduate semesters, trimesters, or quarters did you take in each of the
following areas? (Please check the appropriate boxes indicating the number of semesters, trimes-
ters or quarters you took in groups A through C.)

NUMBER OF
GRADUATE SEMESTERS, TRIMESTERS,

OR QUARTERS TAKEN

B. COURSES IN PSYCHOLOGY
e.g., educational psychology, 00 develop-
ment, experimental psychology, learning, etc.

C. COURSES IN SOCIAL SCIENCE 0 0 0 0 0
e.g., anthropology, economics, government
or political science, sociology

D. COURSES IN HUMANITIES 0 0
e.g., history, literature, philosophy, foreign
language, etc.

E. COURSES IN RESEARCH METHODS 0 0
e,g., experimental design, field observation,
social survey design and analysis, testing and
measurements, etc.

F. COURSES IN RESEARCH AIDS
computer programming 0 0 0 0 0
statistics 0 0 0 0 0
other (please specify) 0 0 0 0 0

G. OTHER TYPES OF COURSES (Please specify)

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0

67/

1 0 yes 2 0 no (IF NO, please skip to Q. 4.1)

a) IF YES, to the best of y ur knowledge, was this a U.S. government-sponsored program?

1 0 yes 2 0 no

j3) IF Ygs to a), did you personally receive financial support from this program?

1 0 yes

68/

67/

69/

68/

70/

69/

71/

70/

71/

4

3.9 As a gradu te student, were you ever in a special program for training people to do research on educa-

tion, other than the regular graduate degree program?

1 0 yes 2 0 no (IF NO, please skip to Q. 4.1)

a) IF YES, to the best of y ur knowledge, was this a U.S. government-sponsored program?

1 0 yes 2 0 no

j3) IF Ygs to a), did you personally receive financial support from this program?

1 0 yes

esearch on educa-

tion, other than the regular graduate degree program?



IV. GENERAL BACKGROUND

4.1 Birthdate:
(month)

4.2 Sex: 1 0 male
(year)

2 0 female

Page 11

4.3 Race: 1 0 white 2 0 Negro 3 0 Other (please specify)

4.4 Religion (optional):

1 0 Catholic

2 0 Jewish

3 0 Protestant (please
specify denomination

4 0 other (please specify)

5 0 none

4.6 What was your marital status at the time you wrote the paper mentioned on page one?

1 0 single 3 n married 5 0 separated

2 0 divorced 4 0 widowed

4.6 How many children did you have at that time?

4.7 Please indicate by check marks the highest educational attainment of each parent.

(20) (21)
Father Mother

Elementary school 1 1

Some high school 2 2

High school graduate 3 3

Some college 4 4

College graduate 5 5

Rome graduate study 6 6

Master's Degree 7 7

Doctor's Degree 8



. Page 12

4.8 In which category below was your total income before taxes in 19887

1 0 Under $5,000 5 0 $15,000-19,.,>39

2 0 $5,000-7,499 6 0 $20,000-24,999

3 D $7,500-9,999 7 0 $25,000-29,999

4 0 $10,000-14,999 8 0 Oyer 830,000

4.9 Approximately what per cent of your income came from:

teaching salary

research salary

consulting fees

consulting fees

royalties on books

other (please specify)

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION IN COMPLETING THIS QUESTION
NAIRE. PLEASE STAPLE OR TAPE THE OPENING EDGE AND MAIL. WE
WILL PAY THE POSTAGE.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH.

22/

23-24/

25-26/

27-28/

29 -30/

31-32/

34/

35/

36/
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APPENDIX 11-6
ONE PAGE QUESTIONNAIRE

FOR AUTHORS OF RESEARCH ON EDUCATIONAL TOPICS

1-2/06 In reference to your paper entitled:

3-6/

Was there a special r aeon whyyou did not fill out and return the
"Questionnaire for Authors of Research on Educational Topics"?

374

(Please do two things:
(1) checkall that apply

and
(2) circle the number of the single most important reason.)

do not consider the paper mentioned a research paper.
7/ 2___I do not think my research was on an "educational topic".

3 I have not done any research since, nor do I plan to do any in the
future.

4 I am only peripherally interested in education.
5 The questionnaire was too long.

8/ 6 I do uot believe in survey research.
7---Other (please specify what

9-10/

11/

2. Currently what is yoUr major field or specialty

01 curriculum
02---educational adMinistration
03---guidance and counseling
04 higher education
05 subject matter area (e.g.,--

art, business, language,
math, music, science, etc.)

3. What is your main institu

1 University
2 College

Please check one only):

06 teacher training
07 testing and measurements
08 educational psychology
09 other psychology
10 sociology
11 other (please specify what)

tonal affiliation?

name

3 School System

4 State Department

5 Private Agency

(city and state)

(city

6 : Other (pleas

y and nt

--(city and state)



APPENDIX 11-7

CATEGORIZATION OF JOURNALS BY.TYPE

Education

Adult Education
American Educational Research Journal
Arithmetic Teacher
California Journal of Educational Research
College and University
College Board Review
College Composition and Communication
College English
College Student Survey
Contemporary Education
Counselor Education and Supervision (ACES)
Education
Educational and Psychological Measurement
Educational Record
Elementary School Guidance
Elementary School Journal
Exceptional Children
Foreign Language Annals
Harvard Educational Review
Improving College and University Training
Journal of College Student Personnel
Journal of Educational Measurement
Journal of Educational Research
Journal of Experimental Education
Journal of General Education
Journal of Learning Disabilities
Journal of the National Association of Women Deans and Counselors

Journal of Negro Education
Journal of Reading
Journal of the Reading Specialist
Journal of Research in Music Education
Journal of Research in Science Teaching
Journal of Special Education
Journal of Teacher Education
Language Learning
Liberal Education
Mathematics Teacher
Wrrill Palmer Quart rly

375



Modern Language Journal
NASPS
NASSP Bulletin
National Business Education Quarterly

National Catholic Education Association Bulletin

Peabody Journal of Education
Personnel and Guidance Journal
Reading Teacher
Research in the Teaching of English

School and Society
School Counselor
School Review
Science Education
Southern Journal of Educational Research

Studies in Art Education
Teachers College Journal (Indiana University)

Teachers' College Record
Training School Bulletin
Vocational Guidance Quarterly

Behavioral Science Discipline

Administrative Science Quarterly
American Behavioral Scientist
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry
American Journal of Psychiatry
American Journal of Psychology
American Journal of Sociology
American Political Science Review

American Sociological Review
American Sociologist
American Statistical Association Journal

Child Development
Cornell Journal of Social Relations

Human Organization
International Social Science Jcurnal
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis

Journal of Applied Behavioral Stience

Journal of Applied Psychology
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology

Journal of Counseling Psychology
Journal of Educational Psychology
Journal of Experimental Child Psycho

Journal of Genetic Psychology
Journal of Human Resources
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology

Journal of Political Economy
journal of Projective Techniques and Personal

376



Journal of School Psychology
Journal of Social Issues
Journal of Social Psychology
Midwest Journal of Political Science
Psychiatry
Psychology
Psychology in the Schools
Public Opinion Quarterly
Review of Economics and Statistics
Rural Sociology
Social Forces
Social Problems
Sociological Analysis
Sociological Inquiry
Sociology and Social Research
Sociology of Education
Southern Economic Journal
Transaction

General

Daedalus
Fortune
Phylon
Public Interest
Scientific American

Other

American Journal of Mental Deficiency
Audio-Visual Communication Review
International Journal for the Education of the B ind
Journal of Creative Behavior
Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders
Journal of Speech and Hearing Research
Speech Monographs

377
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Rater's Name:

Article No.:

Date:

APPENDIX IV-1

DETAILED CRITERIA RATING FORM

Developed by Caroline Hodges Persell

(Revised Version No. 2, July 1966)

Section A: STATEMENT OF AND JUSTIFICATION FOR ORIENTING IDEAS

A 1 Delineation of Initial ConceptL (or major dimensions of study):

A 1.1 Conceptual terms are clear, including technical ones.

1-Never

2 Seldom

3-Sometimes

4-Usually

5-Always

2 Presentation is in orderly, logical sequence.

1-Poor

2-Less than adequate

3-Adequate

4-More than adequate

5-Outstanding
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A 2 S ecification of Objec'ive (specific problems or hypotheses to

be investigated):

A 2.1 Objectives are stated explicitly.

1-No 2-Questionable S-Yes

A 2.2 Rationale for pursuing the objectives is indicated (DNA if

objectives not stated).

0-DNA 1-No 5-Yes

A 2.3 The rationale for pursuing the objectives is justified (DNA if

objectives not stated).

0-DNA

1-Poor

2-Less than adequate

3-Adequate

4-More than adequate

5-Outstanding

A 3 Relationship to existingjnowledge:

A 3.1 Relationship to existing knowledge is indi a d (e.g.,

extension, specification, filling in gaps,

1-No 3-Questionable 5-Yes

A 3.2 Relationship to existing knowledge is apt (DNA if relationship

is not stated).

0-DNA

1-Poor

2-Less than adequate

3-Adequate

47More than adequate

5-Outstanding

384
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A 4 Significance of questions raised

A 4.1 Answers to questions raised would make a significant ntribu-

tion to a theoretical problem.

Section B:

1-Not true 3-Somewhat true

RESEARCli DE al AND EXECUTION

5-Very true

B 1 ps_acrite.1 of design:

B 1.1 The nature of each "case" is described sufficiently for

replication of the study.

1-No 3-Questionable 5-Yes

B 1.2 The measuring devices (indicators indices, etc. ) representing

the major concepts:

B 1.2a Are described.

1-Never

2-Seldom

3-Sometimes

4-Usually

5-Always

B 1.2b Are valid (i.e., neither exceed nor under-represent the

concepts).

0-DNA (not described)

1-Never

2-Seldom

3-Sometmes

4-Usually

5-Always

3 5
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B 1.3 The population to which the sample or case may be generalized:

B 1.3a Is described or is clearly obvious.

0-DNA (if non-sample study) 1-No 5-Yes

B 1.3b Is an appropriate population in terms of the study's

objectives (DNA if the Liopulation is not clear).

0-DNA 1-No 5-Yes

B 1.4 The size of the sample is stated (DNA if non-sample study).

0-DNA 1-No 5-Yes

B 1.5 Any sub-group comparisons which are bui/t into the design, and

the logical bases for these comparisons, are described (as in

experiments, longitudinal or panel studies, stratified survey

samples, or comparative case studies).

0-DNA (sub-groups not built in)

1-Poor

2-Less than adequate

3-Adequate

4-More than adequate

S-Outstanding

B 2 3xecution of the study desigl:

B 2.1 In the collection of the data:

B 2.1a The initial sample was representative.

1-No 37Questionable 5-Yes

B 2.1b Measures were taken to insure maximum response rate front

the sample or, as in longitudinal studies, to keep
differential loss of subjects to a minimum.

1-No 3-Questionable S-Yes
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B 2.1c The type of sample or selection procedure utilized was appro-
priate to the objectives of the study (e.g., cluster sampling,
stratified sampling, snow-ball sampling, frequency distribu-
tion matching, etc.).

1-No

2-Less than adequate

3 uestionable

4-More than adequate

5-Yes

B 2.1d The following problems were dealt with where necessary.

1) Statistical regression effect (results when groups are
selected on the basis of their extreme scores or positions).

0-DNA 1-Inadequate 3-Questionable 5-Adequate

2) Selection bias (differential selection of compar son groups).

0-DNA 1-Inadequate 3-Questionable 5-Adequate

3) Interaction effects of selection biases and the experimental
variable.

0-DNA 1-Adequate 3-Questionable 5-Inadequate

4) Instrumentation effect (changes in question wording, inter-
viewing behavior, etc.).

0-DNA 1-Inadequate 3-Questionable 5-Adequate

If the research design longitudinal, panel, Or experimental?

1-No* 5-Yes**

IF "No" -- skip to section B 2.1f.

IF "Yes" -- Are the following possible sources of unreli-
ability dealt with?

Maturation effect (changes due to passage of time).

1-Inadequate 3-Questionab1e 5-Adequate

* *

1)
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2) Testing effect (experience of earlier test affects

results of later test through cueing, etc.).

1-Inadequate 3-Questionable S-Adequate

3) Sensitizing effect of pre-test or first interview

(affects subject's responsiveness to subsequent

stimuli or events).

1-Inadequate 3-Questionable 5-Adequate

Artificiality of setting or subject's knowledge that

he is particxpating in an experiment.

1-Inadequate 3-Questionable 5-Adequate

5) Multiple treatment effect (caused whenever multiple

treatments are applied to the same subjects because

effects of prior treatments are not usually erasable).

1-Inadequate 3-Questionable 5-Adequate

Possibility of selection-maturation interaction,

selection-testing interaction, Or selection-instrumen-

tation interaction (interactions between selection

bias and anya the above which might be mistaken for

effect of experimental variable).

1-Inadequate 3-Questionable 5-Adequate

2.1f Any other possible weaknesses in th design:

1) Are acknowledged.

0-DNA (no others ) 1-No 3-Questionable 5-Yes

2) A..e dealt with.

0-DNA (if not acknowl dged)

1-Poorly

2-Less than adequately

3-Adequately

4-More than adequately

5-Outstandingly

388
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B 2.2 Analytical strategy of the author:

B 2.2a Data is organized according to major concepts which have

been introduced --

0-DNA

1-Never

2-Seldom

3-Sometimes

4-Usually

5-Always

B 2.2b Principl variables which have been measured are handled

in such a way as to --

Reveal distributions, relationships, effects, or
comparisons bearing on the hypotheses or problems.

0-DNA

1-Never

2-Seldom

3-Sometimes

4-Usually

5-Always

Discount uncontrolled factors which might be affecting

the results (or spurious relationships resulting from a

third variable which independently affects both

variables in a given relationship).

0-DNA (if matching was done; if descriptive; if

controls for spuriousness not necessary)

1-Never

2-Seldom

3-Sometimes

4-Usually

5-Always 3 a
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Specify relationships between two or more variables by

showing the conditions under which the relationships

are stronger or weaker, where needed.

0-DNA (if matching was done; if descriptive; if

specifications not necessary)

1-Never

2-Seldom

3-Sometimes

4-Usually

5-Always

B 2.3 Analytical techniques of the author.

B 2.3a Use of statistics:

1) Statistical techniques are appropriate to the purposes of

the study (e.g., regression analysis, analysis of vari-

ance, factor analysis, percentage differences, etc.).

0-DNA

I-Never

2-Seldom

3-Sometimes

4-Usually

5-Always

Tests of significance are used appropriately for the

sample design and for the nature of the data. IF NOT

USED: Decision not to use them is justified by the

purpose or design of the study (e.g., they would not
be justified when probability tests were used in
conjunction with non-random samples and mn-mrmal
distributions).

0-DNA 1-No 3-Questionable 5-Yes
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B 2.3b Qualitative analysis (e.g., informant interviewing,

observation, case studies, documentary analysis, etc.):

Qualitative analysis is used where needed.

0-DNA (not needed) 1-No 3-Questionable S-Yes

2) Qualitative analysis is carried out properly.

0-DNA (if not 1-sed)

1-Poorly

2-Less than adequate

3-Adequate

4-More than adequate

5-Outstanding

Section C: PRESENTATION OF DATA

C 1 Scope of presentation:

C 1.1 All of the data specified in the design as being relevant to

the study's objectives is presented or summarized.

1-No 3-Questionable 5-Yes

C 2 Clarity of presentation:

C 2.1 Topics or points are organized in a logical coherent sequence.

1-Poor

2-Less than adequate

3-Adequate

4-More than adequa e

S-Outstanding
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C 2.2 Technical terms are appropriate (unnecessary jargon is avoided,

usage is consistent, and new terms are clearly defined ) .

1-Poor

2-Less than adequate

3-Adequate

4-More than adequate

5-Outstanding

Section D: APTNESS OF INTERPRETATIONS

D 1 Conclusions are appropriate to the data.

1-Never

2-Seldom

3 Sometim s

4-Usually

5-Always

D 2 Data make a useful contribution to the theoretical or
practical problems posed by the TO earch.

1-Poor

2-Less than adequate

3-Adequate

4-More than adequate

5-Outstanding

392
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D 3 Data which do not support the hypotheses, common expectations,

or previous findings are acknowledged.

1-Never

2-Seldom

3-Sometimes

4-Usually

5-Always

D 4 Implications for future research are mentioned.

I-No 3-Questionable S-Yes

If any of the above dimensions (items or sections) were so poorly

handled as to invalidate most of the report, or so well handled that

this report was truly outstanding, please indicate the number of the

dimension below:

Poorly handled

Well handled

This rating took:

Less than 15 minutes

15 to 30 minutes

31 to 45 minutes

46 to 60 minutes

More than 60 minutes



APPENDIX 7V-2

LETTER TO JUDGES

Columbia University in the City of Nevi, York Neu; York, MK 10925

BUREAU OF APPLIED SOCIAL ReseA CH
605 West 115th Street

April IS, 1969

(Name and address)

Dear (name of judge):

We are writing to ask if you would be willing to judge the quality of

11 journal articles primarily from your specialty of (ftame of specialty),

using the enclosed rating form. The articles verage five to ten pages in

length. For doing the ratings, you will receiw a $40 honorarium.

This rating is part of a study we have been asked by the U.S. Office

of Education to do on the training, career lires, topic selection, and

research quality of people stueying some aspect of education. A question-

naire is being sent to 1,100 authors of empir!cal research articles on

education. Four hundred and fcrty articles by these authors will be rated

by 40 judges. We urge you to f:ooperate because the current survey may

serve as a basis for change iA the policies tnd procedures of research

funding. The final worth of the study depends upole having the articles

rated by qualified judges such as yourself. Unclosed is an initial list

of people we are asking to be judges. We anticipate some changes in this

list.

Would you please use tEe enclosed postcard to let us know whether or

not you will rate the 11 ar':icles. If you agree, we will send you rating

forms and Xeroxed copies of the articles. We will need the completed

ratings within about four meks after you receive the materials. We hope

you will be able to work with uq.

Enc. Reply postcard
Initial list of judges
Sample rating form

Sincerely yours,

Sam D. Sieber
Program Director

Paul P. Lazarsfeld
Faculty Consultant

(Mrs.) Carpline H. Persell
Research Manager

394



Columbia University in the City of New York I New York, N.Y. 10025

EIUREAU OF APPLIED 50 IAA. RESEARCH 505 West ilEth Street

APPENDIX IV-3 390

INSTRUCTION LETTER TO JUDGES

(date)

(Name and address)

Dear (name):

We are delighted you have agreed to rate research papers for our
study of educational researchers. Enclosed are xeroxed copies of eleven
papers, plus Rating Forms and brief Specification Forms for each paper.
Also enclosed is a self-addressed, stamped envelope in which you can
return the Rating and Specification Forms to us.

After rvading each article please rate it on the Rating Form aild
check the thre,) questions on the Specification Form. Please be sure the
four digit number appearing in the upper right hand corner of the
article is added to the Rating and Specification Forms.

We hope you will be able to finish all of the ratings within
three or four weeks, since we must adhere to a tight schedule.

Thank you very -ouch again for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Sam D. Sieber
Program Director

Paul F. Lazarsfeld
Faculty Consultant

(trs.) Caroline H. Persell
Research Mhnager
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APPENDIX IV-4

DISTRIBUTION OF JUDGES' RATINGS BY JUDGE

Judgp

Theory
Practice

f Methods*
Above
Average

Rating

Below

IWtE121 TotalAverage

1 5 4 0 9

7 0 2 9

1 2 5 8

T 1 4 5 10
P 1 5 4

M 1 5 4

2 3 4

4 2 3

4 2 3

4 T 2 2 5 9

3 1 5

3 1

5 3 2 10
4 4 2

2 5 3

6 3 3 9

3

2 7 10
0 7
1 8

T* 0 3 10
0 6

M* 1 .2

T* 0 1 9 10
P 1 3 6
M I 4 5

10 T 3 7 0 10
3 7 0

2 6 2

3 6



APPENDIX IV-4--Continued

Judge #

TheorY
Practice
Methods*

Above
Average

Itqlq11

Average

11 T* 1 0

P 3 7

M* 0 3

12 T 6 0

P 1 5

M 5 1

13 3
4

2 2

14 4 3

4 2

3 5

15 2 4
4 3

3 4

16 2 4

3 3

3 5

17 T* 2
3 3

4 4

18 2
4
2

19 3
3
2 3

20 1 2 3

2 3
7

21 1 2 3

5 3

2 5

392

Below
Average Total

9 10

0
7

4 10

4
4

6
4
6

3
4

2

4
2

7

4
2

5
3
6

10

10

10

10

10

10

10
3

10

10

97



APPENDIX IV-4--Continued

Judge #

Theory
Practice
Method-*

Above
Average

Rating

Below
Average TotalAverage

22 T 3 4 3 10

P 4 3 3

M 4 1 5

23 T 4 3 3 10
p 5 4 1
Nt 6 3 1

24 T 6 4 0 10

P 2 7 1

M 3 4 3

26 Tt 6 4 0 10

P 6 1 3

M 6 2 2

27 Tt 7 3 0 10
pt 6 4 0
M 63 3 1

28 T 2 3 5 10
P 2 4 4

M 1 3 6

29 T* 1 1 9 11

P* 2 2 7

14 1 5 S

30 T 2 2 6 10

P 2 3 5

M 2 3 5

31 T 0 5 5 10
P 1 6 3

M 1 3 6

32 T 5 2 3 10
P 5 2 3
14 6 2 2

33 T 6 1 2

P 3 3 3

M 3 3 3



Judge It

Theory
Practice
Methods*
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APPENDIX 1V-4Continued

Rating
Above Below

Average Average Average Total

34 5 1 4 10
3 2 5
5 0 5

35 1 5 10
0 5
0 5

36 T* 3 7 10
P* 1 8

2 2 4

37 3 4 3 10
3 5 2
5 3 2

38 4 2 4 10
4 2 4
5 1 4

39 1 4 10
4 4 2
4 3 3

40 3 4 10
6 1
4 1



APPENDIX V1-1

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES FOR CHAPTER Vi

TABLE I

INDEX OF PRACTICE-ORIENTED SOCIALIZATION
BY TYPE OF DOCTORATE

Amount of Practice-
Oriented Socialization

Type of Doctorate

Behavioral
Sciences

Education

Low 83% 17

Medium 15 47

High 2

100%

_36

100%

(257) (SOO)

395

400



TABLE 2

TYPES OF GRADUATE RESEARCH EXPERIENCE
BY TYPE OP DOCTORATE

Types of Graduate
Research Experience

Both worked in center
and as research assistant

Worked as an assistant
but not in a center

Worked in a center but
not as an assistant

Neither

No answer to one question
or the other

TYpe of Doctorate

Behavioral
Science

26%

39

4

17

13

99%

(262)

Education

21

31

2

23

_23

100%

(506)

396

401
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TABLE 3

CAREER RESEARCH EXPERIENCE BY
TYPE OF DOCTORATE

Amount of Career
Research Experience

Type of Doctorate

Behavioral
Sciences

Education

High 40% 23

Medium 31 29

Low 29 48

100% 100%

(232) (430)



APPENDIX VI-2

MATRIX OF CORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN _NDEX

OF PRACTICE-ORIENTED SOCIALIZATION

(Phi Coefficients)

One or more years
of school teaching
experience

Earned Ed.D.

ae or More
Years of

One or More Elementary
Professional or Secondary
Education School Teach-
Courses ing Experience

.551

.316 .367

398

40a
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INDEX OF PRACTICE-ORIENTED SOCIALIZATION

A study of the authors showed that three factors seemed to

reflect their exposure to the norms and activities of educational

practice. These factors were elementary or secondary school teaching

experience, professional education courses, and name of degree. We

formed the index of practice-oriented socialization by combining the

answers from the following questions:

14.

"How many years have you taught in

elementary or secondary school?"

None

One or more

No answer

"How many graduate semesters, tri-
mesters, or quarters did you take in

. . professional education [e.g.,
educational administration, higher
education, guidance and counseling,
curriculum and teaching in elementary
or secondary school, subject matter
courses (art, business, language,
math, music, science, speech educa-
tion, etc.)]?f,

None

One or more

No answer

Score Frequency Per Cent

0

1

382

Sll

8

901

42%

57

100%

213 24%

668 74

2_

901 100%

404
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Score Frequency Per Cent

"Name of Degree"

Ph.D. 0 567 63%

Ed.D. 1. 219 24

Other degrees - 6 1

No doctorate 102 11

No answer - 7 1

901 100%

Classification on the Index

Low Practice-oriented Socialization 0 232 26%

Medium Practice-oriented Socialization 1 315 36

High Practice-oriented Socialization 2 or 3 334 38

881 100%
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PPPENDIX VI-3

INDEX OF DEPARTMENTAL PRESTIGE

We classified authors according to their substantive soe ialty

at a particular time (e.g., during an author's doctoral study, when

he wrote his research paper, or when he returned the questionnaire).

The following question was used to classify specialty at the time the

research paper was written:

1.10 At the time of this research,

A. What was your main institutional affiliation?-
I.( University

(a)

2[ ] College (name)
r- and state)

(b) What school or department were you in?

School or Department of Education
lf ] undergraduate
2[ ] graduate
3[ ] joint undergraduate/graduate
Liberal arts department (please specify

discipline)
4[ ] undergraduate
5[ ] graduate
6[ ] joint undergraduate/graduate
Other school or department (please specify)

7[ ] undergraduate
8[ ] graduate
9[ ] joint undergraduate/graduate

3[ ] School System
(name)

4[ ] State Department of Education

5[ ] Private Ageney_
(name

6[ ] Other (please specify)

(city and stat

sta e

ty andstate)

(ailand state)

406
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The same question, with a slight change in wording to reflect the

difference in time, was used to classify substantive specialty when the

questionnaire was answered (see Question 2.2 in Questionnaire, Appendix

11-5).

Specialty at the time of doctoral study was ascertained by

combining the answers to two items in the questionnaire. Authors who

indicated that their doctorate was in education (Question 3.1 in

Questionnaire) were considered to be in schools of education. The

doctoral departmental affiliation of behavioral scientists was deter-

mined by their major field (also part of Question 3.1 in Questionnaire

At each of these three points in time we asked respondents for

the name of their university. On the basis of the respondents' desig-

nation of their specialty and of their university, we classified their

departmental affiliation as being more or less prestigious, using the

evaluations of departmental prestige reported by Sieber and Cartter.

The Deans of Schools of Education in Sieber's study
1
mentioned

the following graduate education departments as doing the best research:

Number of Times
Mentioned

Stanford 23

Wisconsin 18

Chicago 18

Harvard 17

1

Ta 1
Or anization f Educational Research, Appendix C-

40 7



Illinol

Teachers College, Columbia

Minnesota

University of Michigan

Ohio State

University of California, Berkeley

Oklahoma State

Syracuse

Boston University

State University of Iowa

Pittsburgh

Michigan State

Ball State

Indiana

University of Pennsylvania

Southern California

Texas

Washington University

Number of Times
entioned

16

.14

11

10

8

6

4

3

2

2

2

2

Number of deans and
coordinators replying:

403

De artmental PEsatist_2gAlgsp.tion Doctorates

Prestigious education department

Lass prestigious education depart ent

requemy Per Cent

54%
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Cartter
1 indicates that the following psychology graduate

departments were considered as very good or outstanding that is, they

received one or two stars in his report)*

Brown
Indiana

University of California, Berkeley Iowa

University of California, Los Angeles Johns Hopkins

University of Chicago Michigan

Columbia Minnesota

Cornell Northwestern

Duke Pennsylvania

Harvard Stanford

Illinois
Wisconsin
Yale

Among psychology doctorates, 47 per cent (78 authors ) received doc-

torates from one of the above prestigious departments

Cartter
2 reports that the following sociology graduate depart-

ments were considered as very good or outstanding (i.e., they received

one or two stars in his report):

University of California, Berkeley Michigan

University of California, Los Angeles Minnesota

Chicago North Carolina, Chapel Hill

Columbia Northwestern

Cornell Princeton

Harvard Stanford

Johns Hopkins Wisconsin

Among sociology doctorates, 63 per cent (26 authors) received de r

from the above prestigious departments.

1Cartter, Ass ssment of Quality in Graduate Education.

2
Ibid.



AP?ENDIX VI-4

MATRIX OF CORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN CAREER

RESEARCH EXPERIENCE INDEX

(Phi Coefficients)

Author was a staff
member of a research
organization when
he wrote his paper

Author spent more
than SO per cent
of his time on
research while
writing the paper

Author spent
6 months or
more when
research was his
primary activity

.377

.357

405

Author spent
more than 50
per cent of his
time on research
while writing
the paper

.341



INDEX OF CAREER RESEARCH EXPERIENCE

Career research experience was measured by com ining the

answers to the following question

"At the time of this research, how
did you divide your professional
time? (Please give your best
estimate of the percent of time
you spent on each activity.)"

Per cent of time on research

51 per cent or more

SO per cent or less

"Other than while you worked on
your master's or doctoral thesis,
has there ever been a period of
six months or more during which
research was your primary
activity?"

Yes

Nc

"At that tine (when the paper was
written) were you a staff member of
a research organization or bureau?"

Yes-

406

Score Frequency Per Cent

1 189 24

600_ 76

789 100%

420

472

892

47%

53

100%
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This distribution of respondents on the index of career research

experience is as follows:

Clabsification Score Frequency Per Cent

High career reserch experience 2 or 3 225 29

1 219 29

Low career research experience 0 323 42

767 100%

Medium career remarch experience
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VALIDATION OF THE CAREER RESEARCH EXPERIENCE INDEX--

CAREER RESEARCH EXPERIENCE BY AVERAGE RANK OF

RESEARCH IN AUTHOR'S CAREER (UNWEIGHTED

BY THE NUMBER OF YEARS HE HELD
EACH POSITION)

Career Research
Experience Index

Average R of Re
in Author's Ca

arch

Always First
1.00 to 2.49

2.50-3.49
3.50 - No
Research

High 70% 28 13

Medium 22 39 21

Low 9 33 _66

101% 100% 100%

(13$) (320) (254)

Tau Beta .431

The high relationship between the index of career research

experience and the average rank of research in the author's career

provides an independent validation of the index of career research

experience.
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APPENDIX VII-1

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES FOR CHAPTER VII

TABLES 1 and 2

ATTRACTION OF RESEARCH TOPIC BY SEX

Attracted to research topic
because of its importance for
solving a concrete problem in
education

Attracted to topic because of
its importance for testing
theory

:-TABLE

Sex

SOURCES OF RESEARCR TOPIC BY RELIrION

Religion

Arelxgious Catholic Other

Most important source
of topic was author's
own reflection

21% 18. 15

(90) (374)
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TABLE 4

TWO POSSIBLE ATTRACTIONS OP RESEARCH
TOPIC BY RELIGION

"What was the single
most important
feature of this topic
which attracted ou?"

Important for developing
or testing a behavioral
science theory

Important for solving a
concrete problem in
education

Religion

Jewish Areligious

24% 20

26 22

(88) (152)

Other Protestant

10

34 33

(61) (348)

Catholic

6

32

(101)
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APPENDIX V11-2

INTELLECTUAL ORIENTATION BY RELIGION

Intellectual Orientation
(i.e., number of points
given curiosity about sub-
stantive questions in a
behavioral science field)

Religion

Jewish Areligious Protestant

4-9 points 40% 41 28

1-3 points 50 47 54

None 11 12 19

101% 100% 101%

(76 ) (152) (290)

1 C holic Other

29 32

48 54

23 15

100% 101%

(83) (54)
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APPENDIX VIII-1

INTELLECTUAL ORIENTATION BY ORGANIZATIONAL

AFFILIATION

Intellectual Orien ation
(i.e., the number of points
given curiosity about sub-
stantive questions in a
behavioral science field

None

1-3 points

4-9 points

Organizational Affiliation

University 1College

41

26

100%

(691)

School
System

Private
Agency
and Other

37 43 33

39 35 39

24 22 28

100% 100% 100%

(67) (54) (64)
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APPENDIX IX-1

INDEX OF PRODUCTIVITY

To form the index of productivity, Ne asked authors:

How many empirical research studies (articles, monographs, or

books) have you published in additicil to the one referred to

on page one, and what was the date of your first publication?

By dividing the total number of research articles published by the

number of years
1 since their first publication, we computed an average

annual number of researek_articles pvblished, which is our index of

research productivity. We averaged the number of publications so that

authors with long careers would not appear to be disproportionately

more productive than those with shorter careers.

DISTRIBUTION OF AUTHORS ON Ing
INDEX OF PRODUCTIVITY

Average Annual Number of
Research Articles Published Frequency

Less than one 306

One or MOTO) but less than two 224H

Two or more 213

743

Per Cent

'30

29

100%

1There are minor methodological-problems with using either date

of first publication or date of docterate as the basis fer averaging

the number-of publications. SinCe authors in education.generally,take

a longerAime to complete the doctorate than do-behavioral-science

doctorates, we decided that date of first publication-,Wai a leSS mis-

leading basis for averaging the number of publiCatirns_than date of

doctorate;'partiCularly since we wanted to_compare the productivity

of behavioral Scientists and educatien dociorates. 418
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APPENDIX IX-3

INDEX OF MOBILITY IN DEPARTMENTAL PRESTIGE

Departmental prestige was measured at three points in time (at

the time of doctorel study, when the paper was written, and when the

questionnaire was completed). We have already described how we measured

departmental prestige in Appendix VI-3. High prestige at each point

in time was given a score of 1. Lesser prestige at each point in time

was given a score of 2. When these three measures were cross-tabulated,

authors could have the following combinations, which were classified as

follows:

Combinations Classification

111 (high,high,hi2h ) Stayed the same--prestigious

121, 211, 221 Moved up

112, 212, 122 Moved down

222 Stayed the same--less pr

Per
Frequency Cent

66

47

11%
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APPENDIX IX-4

INDEX OF BEING REWARDED

The following questions and indices were used to form the index

of being rewarded:

Index of Productivity (see Appendix IX-1)

Score

An average of two or more publi-
cations per year since their
first publication 1

An average of less than two
publications per year since
their first one 0

"Have you ever applied for a research
grant from the USOE,NIMR, Vord, Rocke-
feller, or Carnegie foundations, or any
other such organization that supports
research?

IF YES, have you ever received a
research grant from such an
organization?

Yes

No

Did not apply for a,grant

Frequency Per Cent

213 29%

330 71

743 100%

398 44%

_173 19

330 37

901 100%
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Index of change in academic rank

Moved up

Stayed same

Can't tell

Score

0

Frequency Per Cent

153

199

_27

40%

53

7

379 100%

Index of mobility in departmental
prestige (see Appendix IX-3)

MOved up 1 66 11%

Other (stayed the same or
moved down) 0 551 89

617 100%

If an author received one or more of the above rewards he was

considered to have been rewarded. The sample is distributed as

follows:

Frequency Per Cent

552 61%Have'bedn'rewarded

Have not been rewarded
(or no information) 349 39 ,

_901 100%


